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SUMMARY

This study investigates the equity of the' Armed Services
Vocational Aptitude Battery (ASVAB) Form 14 in the prediction of
high school course grades. Thirty-nine course grades were
obtained from approximately 8,000 students enrolled in 50
geographically dispersed high schools.

Subsamples or course grades in this investigation were defined
by course name, grade level and the two school years in which
students took the courses (1984-85 and 1985-86). The ASVAB Form
14 was administered during the 1984-85 school year. Regression
equations were conducted, in an hierarchical manner, for each
criterion final course grade. The predictor variables of
interest were twelve ASVAB composites as aptitude measures,
gender group membership, ethnic group membership, the gender by
ASVAB two-way interaction variables, the ethnicity by ASVAB
two-way interaction variables, the gender by ethnicity two-way
interaction variables, and the ASVAB by gender by ethnicity
three-way interaction variables.

The results of the equity analyses are discussed in terms of
which ASVAB composite score was included in the regression
equations, the course name, the grade level, the year the course
was taken and which gender and ethnic subgroups were
investigated.

The findings of this study generally indicated that all the
ASVAB composites need gender and/or ethnic information in the
prediction equations for final course grades. Typically, either
slope or intercept differences were evidenced for the gender or
ethnic subgroups across most subsamples for each of the ASVAB
composites. If intercept differences were indicated, generally
females or Whites would be underpredicted if a common regression
line were to be used, while males or minority group members would
be overpredicted if a common regression line were used.
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ARMED SERVICES VOCATIONAL APTITUDE BATTERY (ASVAB):
THE EQUITY OF ASVAB FORM 14 IN THE PREDICTION

OF HIGH SCHOOL COURSE GRADES

I. INTRODUCTION

The operational Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery
(ASVAB) is the multiple aptitude battery used for selection and
classification of enlisted personnel for all brancnes of the
Armed Services and is also used in a high school testing program
by the joint services.

The operational and high school ASVAI, forms are developed to
be content and statistically parallel to the reference form ASVAB
8a. Results of equating studies of these sets of forms show that
ASVAB versions developed after 1980 are content and statistically
parallel (Prestwood, Vale, Massey, & Welsh, 1985). An important
characteristic of any test is that it is equitable; that is,
that the scores are equally valid for all ethnic or gender
groups. Anastasi (1.976) reports that there has been research
conducted on possible subgroup differences in the predictive
meaning of test scores since the mid-1960's. The first concern
in equity analyses, called slope bias, looks at validity
coefficients being systematically and significantly different for
the subgroups. The slope of the regression lines are equivalent
to the correlation coefficients when the criterion and predictor
scores are standardized. The second issue in equity research,
called intercept bias, addresses systematic differences between
subQgroup mean scores on the test predictor and the criterion. A
test exhibiting systematic intercept bias has similar validity
coefficients for the different subgroups, but it underpredicts or
overpredicts criterion performance for a particular group.
Intercept bias discriminates against the group with the higher
intercept if a common regression line is used to predict
performance on the criterion variable. Thus, the importance of
equity in test-score use is that it predicts a given criterion
variable with similar accuracy for males, females, ethnic
majority members, and ethnic minority members. The goal of
equity analys-is of the high school ASVAB, then, is to determine
whether the ASVAB predictive score information for final course
grades is equally valid, regardless of ethnic or gender group
membership.

The Air Force high school testing program began in 1962 in
order to provide school guidance counselors with student aptitude
information and to identify potential Air Force enlistees. The
Army and Navy also wanted to test in the high schools during this
time, using their own test batteries. This required considerable
testing time which was burdensome for the schools. Therefore, in
1966, a joint service committee of measurement end evaluation
experts was asked to develop and standardize an aptitude battery
for use by all the branches of the Armed Forces for the High



School Testing Program. The goal in the development of the
initial ASVAB was to offer aptitude measures which would include
content domains necessary for classifications within each of the
separate services. By September 1968, ASVAB-I was accepted for
use in the High School Testing Program (Weeks, Mullins, & Vitola,
1975).

Today the ASVAB is offered to the nation's high schools by
the Department of Defense (DoD) free of charge. It is
administered to over 1.3 million students in approximately 14,000
schools per year. ASVAB high school composite scores are used by
counselors and students in career exploration, while the Armed
Forces Qualification Test (AFQT) is used by the military to
identify students who are qualified for enlistment into the Armed
Forces (U.S. Military Entrance Processing Command, 1984). Thus,
it is necessary to conduct research in the area of equ.ty to
insure that test bias against certain subgroups of people does
not exist.

Past equity research has used the operational composites
derived from the ASVAB as predictor variables. Some of these
investigations found nonsignificant slope differences for gender
or ethnic subgroup members (Maier & Curia, 1986; McLaughlin,
Rossmeissl, Wise, Brandt, & Wang, 1984), while other studies
found intercept differences between Blacks and Whites and between
males and females (Booth-Kawley, Foley & Swanson, 1984; Dunbar &
Novick, 1984). Studies which have shown significant intercept
differences between gender or ethnic subgroups attributed these
results to small subgroup sample sizes (Dunbar & Novick, 1984;
Booth-Kewley, Foley, & Swanson, 1984). However, it should be
noted that the Dunbar & Novick investigation used a different
type of analysis, the Johnson-Neyman procedure, which looked at
test bias at a particular cutting score point as opposed to
looking at bias across all score points.

One specific equity investigation has used the high school
composites for ASVAB Form 14. Maier and Truss (1984) examined
the validity of the high school composites for predicting Marine
Corps training course grades. In addition, they evaluated gender
and racial effects on the validity of these composites. Results
revealed that the slopes for all subgroups did not differ. No
intercept differences were found for the ethnic groups or for
males and females in the prediction of training course grades in
nontraditional female occupations (mechanical and electronics).
However, the composites dId underpredict female performance in
some traditional female occupations, such ac clerical and food
services. The authors noted that in most courses the number of
females was small, with fewer than 25 enrolled. Even though
significant findings existed, further analyses with larger female
samples was needed to determine if overprediction or
underprediction of females was evident.



Since past research has usually investigated the equity of
the operational ASVAB composites and has reported subgroup
effects on these validity coefficients, an investigation of the
equity of high school ASVAB composite scores with sufficient
subgroup representation is warranted. Thus, the scope of th;
study is to investigate the equity of various ASVAB Form -
composite scores in predicting final course grades for freshmen,
sophomores, juniors, and seniors enrolled in geographically
dispersed high schools.

II. METHOD

Subjects

The original sample was 8,390 high school students tested on
ASVAB Form 14 during school year 1984-85 and for whom school year
1984-85 and 1985-86 course grades were available The sample was
52% female (N=4,368). 67% White (N=5,650, 16% Black (N=l,343).
and 13% Hispanic (N=1,096). Thirty percent of the sample were
freshmen, 30% were sophomores, 22% juniors, and 18% seniors at
the time of ASVAB testing.

Measures

Predictors

ASVAB-14 is a group administered, paper and pencil multiple
aptitude battery. The battery contains ten subtests; eight power
test and two speeded. The content of each subtest, the number of
items, ana the time limits allowed are shown in Table 1.

Twelve composites were constructed from the subtest standard
scores (see Table 2). The Verbal, Math, Technical and Perceptual
Speed composites were developed using results from factor
analysis. Academic Ability is a combination of subtests from the
Verbal and Math composites and is used as an indicator of
academic ability. Mechanical and Crafts; Business and Clerical;
Electronics and Electrical; and Health, Social, and Technology
were derived through analysis of validity studies involving
prediction of success in military technical training programs.
The Ared Forces Qualification Test (AFQT) is used by all the
armed services to select enlisted personnel. The subtest
composite is a linearly weighted composite developed in an
investigation of the validity of ASVAB Form 14 for predicting
high school course grades. A unique composite exists for each
course (see Welsh, Fairbank, & Sawin, in preparation). The
General composite is an experimental measure of general ability.
Seven of the composites are the current high school composites:
Academic Ability; Verbal; Math, Mechanical and Crafts; Business
and Clerical; Electronics and Electrical; and Health, Social and
Technology.
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Table 1. Description of ASVAB Form 14 Subtests

Administration
# of time

Subtest Content items (minutes) Type

AFOT Subtests

Arithmetic Reasoning Measures 30 36 power
(AR) ability to

solve
arithmetic
word problems.

Word Knowledge (WK) Measures 35 11 pcaer
ability to
select
Lteanings of
words.

Paragraph
Comprehension (PC) Measures 15 13 power

ability to
obtain
information
from written
passages.

Mathematics Measures 25 24 power
Knowledge (MK) knowledge of

high school
mathematics
principles.

Non-AFQT Subtests

General Science (GS) Measures 25 11 power
knowledge of
physical,
chemical and
biological
sciences.

Numerical Operations Measures 50 3 speed
(NO) ability to

perform simple
computations
in a speeded
context.
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Table 1. (Concluded)

Administration
# of time

Subtest Content items (minutes) Type

Coding Speed (CS) Measures 84 7 speed
ability to
match similar
set. of
numbers with
words in a
speeded context.

Auto and Shop Measures 25 11 power
Information (AS) knowledge of

automobiles,
tools, and
shop
terminology
ani practices.

Mechanical Measures 25 19 power
Comprehension (MC) knowledge of

mechanical
and physical
principals.

Electronics Measures 2c 9 power
Information (EI) knowledge of

electricity
and
electronics.
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Table 2. ASV.B Composite Construction

Subtest scores

ASVAB composites included in calculations

High School Compositen
Academic

Academic Ability .AA) AR+VE (VE=WK-FPC)
Verbal (VERB) WK- PC+GS
Math (14TH) AR+MK

Occupational
Mechanical & Crafts %&'C) !.R+AS+MC+EI
Business & Clerical ~&)VE+'CS+MK
Electronics & Electv.-.cal (F.'El GF+A)' '(-EI
Health, Social & Te,:. (M-. ,R+V. _,C

AFQT Selecttvr Cornpc Ate . ':.+MK+2VE

Perceptual Speed Composite (I,:. NO+CS

Technical Composite (TEC) AS+MC+EI

General Composite (GEN) GS+AR+WK+PC+NO+CS+
AS+MK+MC+EIa

Subtest Composite (SUJB) GS+AR+WK+PC±Ng4-CS+

AS+MK+MC+EI

L The General Composite is -based on previous principle
compnents analysis (see Ree, 1989).

Linearly weighted composite.

criterion

The criterion variable was final course gr-ides obtained in
courses that were not honors level. Thirty-nine representative
high school courses were identified. These courses tell i.within
one of three general categories: general education, business anid
clerical, and trade and specialty. Courses grades used were 'A,'
'3,' 'C,' 'D,' and 'F,' and were given the numeric values of '4,'
13,' '2,' '1,' and '0,' respectively. Two years of grades were
obtained, one for the year of ASVAB testing (1984--85) and the
other for the year immediately following ASVAB testing (1985-86).
The list of high school courses can be examnined in Table 3.
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Table 3. High School Courses by School Year and Subject Samplea

1984-1985 1985-1986
Course

Fr So Jr Sr Fr So Jr

General Educ

Eng I-IV ** ** ** ** ** ** **
Gen Math ** ** ** ** ** **
Algebra ** ** ** ** ** ** **
Geometry ** ** ** ** ** **
Calculus * **
Gen Science ** ** ** ** ** ** **
Biology ** ** ** ** ** ** **
Chemistry ** ** ** ** ** **
Physics ** **
Gov & Civics ** ** ** ** * ** **
History ** ** ** ** ** **
Foreign iang ** ** ** * ** **

Bus & Clerical

Bus Math *
Secy & Ofc ** * **
Typing & WP ** ** ** ** ** ** **
Acct & Book ** ** ** **
Marketing
Bus Data Proc
Data Process

Trade & Spec

Home Econ ** ** ** ** ** ** **
Shop * * * * * * *
Dtt & Com Art * *

Computer Prog ** ** ** **
Voc Agr * * *
Air Con & Heat
Auto & Mech
Elec Trades
Metal Trades
Piping Trades
Bldg Trades
Welding
Engine Repair
Voc Elec
Health Occup
Dental Aide
Nursing Aide _



Table 3. (Concluded)

1984-1985 1985-1986
Course

Fr So Jr Sr Fr So Jr

General Educ

Phys Ther Aide
Vet Asst
Med Lab Asst

aBlank cells indicate samples not used in validity analyses

due to small numbers of cases; one asterisk means that the ASVAB
composites were valid predictors (p<.05); two asterisks mean that
the courses had adequate subgroup sample sizes for equity
analyses and at least one ASVAB composite was a valid predictor
(p .05).

Procedure

ASVAB-14 scores, student name, and the name and address of the
high school the student attended at the time of ASVAB testing
were obtained from the United States Military Entrance Processing
Command (USMEPCOM). Machine scorable answer sheets containing
individual student's names and the 39 course titles were sent to
school guidance counselors who had agreed to provide course
grades. Counselors received one dollar for each completed form.
Completed forms were optically scanned and the data merged with
the ASVAB scores.

As can be noted from Table 3, 112 course samples of the 273
were identified as being validly predicted by at least ooe ASVAB
composite at the p<.05 significance level. Of these 112 samples,
94 were retained for the equity analyses because the subgroups of
interest had sufficient representation. Thus, 94 sample course
grades were used in the equity analyses as the criterion
variable. The previously mentioned twelve ASVAB composites were
the predictor variables with gender and ethnic group membership
being the subgroups of interest.

Analyses

The first analytic step was to calculate summary statistics on
the twelve ASVAB composites for each of the gender and ethnic
subgroups. This procedure was accomplished to look at each
subgroup's mean predictor scores.

1 1 1 1 1



Next, a general linear model proceaure tested hypotheses about
the contributions of aptitude scores, sex group membership, and
ethnic group membership in the prediction of the final course
grade criterion variable (Ward & Jennings, 19/). The first step
in conducting these sequential linear models tests was to
determine how to define the ethnic and gender variables in the
initial full model. The initial starting model to be used was
determined by the numbers of cases in eacn of the sex by
ethnicity categories. If less than 50 cases appeared within a
particular sex by ethnicity category (eg., Hispanic females),
then ethnicity was redefined. The notion was to obtain as much
information about ethnicity as possible until it was necessary to
omit or combine ethnic groups. Thus, there were nine different
types of possible starting models, each defining gender and
ethnicity predictor variables in a specific manner. These nine
possible starting models are presented in Table 4.

For example, if a sample possessed 50 or more cases within
each of the sex by ethnicity categories, then the Type #1 of
starting models would be used. This type of starting model would
include the following variables within the prediction equation:

Y = u + ASVAB + M 4 F + W + B + H + M*W + F*W + M*B + F*B + M*H +
F*H + ASVAB*M + ASVAB*F + ASVAB*W + ASVAB*B + ASVAB*H +
ASVAB*M*W + ASVAB*F*W + ASVAB*M*B + ASVAB*F*B + ASVAB*M*H +
ASVAB*F*H

with,
u = unit vector,
ASVAB = ASVAB composite score,
M = male,
F = female,
W = White,
B = Black,
H = Hispanic.

Restricted models were defined by removing specified predictor
variables. The restricted model was then tested against the full
model by using sequential F-test comparisons; these comparisons
were a means of investigating hypotheses of interest. Thus, if
the initial full model proved not to be significantly different
from the restricted model in predicting course grade, the
restricted model became the full mcde! and the next restrizted
model was tested. The various model specifications, the
hypotheses of interest, and hiera.-chical model tests are
presented in Appendix B.
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Table 4. Nine Types of Starting Full Models

Varibles Types of Starting Models

I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

Unit Vector ,b , * , . . ,

ASVAB Composite * * * * * * * * *
Sex (male,
female) * * * * *
Ethnicity 1 * *
(Wh, Bl, His)
Ethnicity 2 * *
(Wh, Bl)
Ethnicity 3 * *
(Wh, His)
Ethnicity 4 * *
(Wh, Non-Wh)
SEx * Ethn1 *
Sex * Ethn 2
Sex * Ethn3 *
Sex * Ethn 4 *
ASVAB * Sex * * * * *

ASVAB * Ethn 1 * *
ASVAB * Ethn 2 * *
ASVAB * Ethn 3 * *
ASVAB * Ethn 4 * *
ASVAB * Sex *

Ethn1 *
ASVAB * Sex *

Ethn2 *
ASVAB * Sex *

Ethn 3 *
ASVAB * Sex *

Ethn 4 *

dNumbers denote the nine possible types of starting full

models.
bAstericks indicate which variable is included in the

prediction equation of the particular type of initial full model.

F-ratios were calculated as means of statistical comparisons.
In order to reduce the experiment-wise error rate, the alpha
level was set at p<.001 for model comparisons which initially
began testing the contributions of the three-way interaction
variables. Models which initially tested the contribution of the
two-way sex and ethnicity interaction variables set alpha at
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p<.O1 (i.e., Models 7 and 10). The following F-ratio was used as
a means of evaluating the significant differences between model
comparisons (Bottenberg & Ward, 1963):

(Rf 2 - Rr 2 )/dfl
F =-----------

(1 - Rf 2 )/df 2

where
Rf2 = squared multiple correlation of the full model

Rr2  = squared multiple correlation of the restricted model
dfI  = number of independent predictor variables in the full

model minus the number of independent predictor
variables in the restricted nodel

df2  = total number of cases minus the number of independent
predictor variables in the full model.

The analytic software program that was employed allowed
predictor variables to be included in the equations if the
variables did not possess a high degree of collinearity. To
insure that all vaziables were included in the prediction models,
the tolerance level was set at .00000001 (Norusis, 1988).

III. RESULTS

Sample Characteristics

Due to the exclusion of honors level courses, the final
sample used in these equity analyses consisted of 7,662 subjects.
These subjects were 71% White (N=5,489), 16% Black (N=1,259) and
13% Hispanic (N=1,014). The total sample was nearly equal in sex
representation, with 48% males (N=3,730) and 52% females
(N=4,032). Summary statistics of the 12 ASVAB composite scores
revealed that, on the average, Blacks typically obtained lower
aptitude scores than Whites and Hispanics; and Hispanic mean
scores were lower than White mean scores. Average aptitude
scores were higher for White and Black males than their female
counterparts within the Mechanical and Crafts, Electronics and
Electrical, Health, Social, and Technology, and Technical.
composites. White and Black females, on the average, had higher
scores than White and Black males for the Business and Clerical
and Perceptual Speed composites. Hispanic males obtained higher
average scores than Hispanic females on the Mechanical and Crafts
and Technical composites, while Hispanic females obtained higher
average scores than males on the Academic Ability, AFQT, Verbal,
Math, Business and Clerical, and Perceptual Speed composites (see
Appendix C).



The results of the general linear models tests are presented
next, organized according to the ASVAB aptitude composite that
was used as the predictor variable in the equations. Summary
tables follow each ASVAB composite (Tables 5 through 16); and, a
summary of these results are also presented in Appendix D.

Academic Ability High School Composite

English I - IV

Freshmen 1984-85. Using the Academic Ability high school
composite with this sample, the results showed no statistically
significant differences between the Model 2 vs Model 4
comparison. Model 4 included the unit vector, the Academic
Ability composite score, and the sex by ethnicity two-way
interaction predictor variables, with ethnicity' membership being
defined r White, Black and Hispanic. With Model 4 as the best
prediction equation for this sample's English grade, no
differential validity was evidenced for the ethnicity by Academic
Ability score two-way interaction variables or the sex by
Academic Ability score two-way interaction variabl-z.

Freshmen 1985-86. This composite showed statistically
significant intercept differences in the prediction ecuations for
the two freshmen gender groups and resulted in an R change of
.036 (p .001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore,
Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample.
Using the Academic Ability composite as the predictor variable,
freshmen females would be consistently underpredicted in their
English grades if the common regression line were used, while
freshmen males would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

When the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences, using this ASVAB composite resulted in statistically
significant slope differences among the White, Black and Hispanic
regression lines. With the R2 change for the Model 10 and Model
11 comparison approximating .006 (p .001), Model 10 would be the
best prediction system for this sample. Thus, the change in the
English grade per unit change in the Academic Ability high school
composite was significantly different for White, Black and
Hispanic freshmen.

Sophomores 1984-85. When the model comparisons were made for
gender group differences, using the Academic Ability composite
resulted in statistically significant slope differences between
the male and female regression lines. The R change for the
Model 7 and Model 8 comparison was approximately .006 (p .001),
with Model 7 being the best prediction equation for this group's



English grade. Thus, the change in the English grade per unit
change in the ASVAB Academic Ability composite was significantly
different for this year' sophomore males and females.

Using the Academic Abi ity composite score as the aptitude
measure resulted in no itatistically significant slope or
intercept differences for White, Black and Hispanic sophomores,
which were the ethnic groups defined in the prediction equations.
Thus, Model 12, which contained only the unit vector and the
Academic Ability composite score in the prediction equation,
could be used in the prediction of English course grade for these
sophomores.

Sophomores 1985-86. The model comparisons for gender group
differences using the Academic Ability composite showed
statistically significant slope differences between the male and
female regression lines, with Model 7 as the prediction equation
to be used for this sample. The R change for the Model 7 and
Model 8 comparison was approximately .007 (p<.001). Thus, the
change in the English grade per unit change in the ASVAB Academic
Ability composite was significantly different for these sophomore
males and females.

Statistically significant intercept differences resulted among
the White, Black and Hispanic ethnic subgroups. With an R-
change of .008 (p<.001) for the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison,
Model 11 would be the best prediction system. Thus, if a common
regression line using the Academic Ability composite were used in
the prediction of English course grade, White and Hispanic
sophomores would be consistently underpredicted on the criterion,
while Black sophomores would be consistently overpredicted.

Juniors 1984-85. When the model comparisons were made for
gender group differences, using the Academic Ability high school
composite resulted in statistically significant slope differences
between the male and female regression lines. The R change for
the Model 7 and Model 8 comparison was approximately .007
(p .001), with Model 7 being the best prediction equation for
this group's English graae. Thus, the change in the English
grade per unit change in the Academic Ability high school
composite was significantly different for these junior males and
females.

Using this ASVAB composite score as the aptitude predictor
variable resulted in no statistically significant slope or
intercept differences for White, Black and Hispanic juniors.
Thus, Model 12, which contained only the unit vector and the
Academic Ability composite score in the preJiction equation,
could be used in the prediction of English course grade for these
individuals.

Juniors 1985-86. As in the 1984-85 school year, using the
Academic Ability composite in the equations showed statistically
significant slope differences between the male and female
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regression lines. The R2 change for the Model 7 and Model 8
comparison was approximately .007 (p:.O01), with Model 7 being
the best prediction equation for English grade. Thus, the change
in the English grade per unit change in the Academic Ability
composite was also significantly different for these junior males
and females.

Using the Academic Ability composite score resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
ethnic groups, with this sample including only White and Black
individuals. Thus, Model 12, which contained only the unit
vector and the Academic Ability composite score in the prediction
equation, could be used in the prediction of English course grade
for these juniors.

Seniors 1984-85. The ASVAB Academic Ability composite as the
aptitude predictor showed statistically significant intercept
differences in the prediction equations for the two senior gender
groups and resulted in an R change of .028 (p .003) for the
Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the
best prediction equation for this sample. Using the Academic
Ability composite as the aptitude predictor variable, senior
females would be consistently underpredicted in their English
grades if the common regression line were used, while senior
males would be consistently overpredicted if a common regression
line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score in the equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group members. Model 12
could be used in the prediction of English course grades obtained
by seniors during this school year.

General Math

Freshmen 1984-85. This sample, using the Academic Ability
high school composite score as the aptitude predictor variable,
resulted in statistically significant intercept differences for
the gender group members, with an R2 change of .009 (p<.0Ol) for
the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Thus, Model 8 would be the
best prediction equation for this General Math sample. Using the
Academic Ability composite as the aptitude predictor variable,
freshmen females would be consistently underpredicted in their
General Math grades if the common regression line were used,
while freshmen males would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score in the equations :-esulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group members. Model 12
could be used in the prediction of Gcneral Math course grades
obtained by freshmen during this school year.
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Freshmen 1985-86. For this sample, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender group members or the White and Black ethnic group membe:s.
Models 9 or 12 containing only the unit vector and the Academic
Ability composite score in the prediction equation, could be used
in the prediction of General Math course grade for these
freshmen.

Sophomores 1984-85. This sample also resulted in no
statistically significant slope or in-ercept differences for the
gender group members or the White, Black and Hispanic ethnic
group members. Models 9 or 12, which contained only the unit
vector and thp Academic Ability composite score in the prediction
equation, could be used in the prediction of General Math course
grades obtained during this year by sophomores.

Sophomores 1985-86. This sample, using the Academic Ability
composite in the equations, showed statistically significant
intercept differences between the male and female gender
subgroups. With an R2 change of .035 (p<.001) for the Model 8 vs
Model 9 comparison, Model 8 would be the best prediction system.
Thus, if a common regression line using the Academic Ability
composite were used in the prediction of General Math course
grade, female sophomores would be consistently underpredicted on
the criterion, while male sophomores would be consistently
overpredicted.

The results also showed no statistically significant slope or
intercept differences between the White and Black ethnic group
members regression lines. Thus, Model 12, containing the unit
vector and the Academic Ability composite score, could be used in
predicting General Math course grade for these individuals.

Juniors 1984-85. In this 1984-85 sample, using the Academic
Ability high school composite score as the aptitude predictor
variable, the results showed no statistically significant slope
or intercept differences for the gender group members or the
White and Black ethnic group members. Thus, Models 9 or 12,
which contained only the unit vector and the Academic Ability
composite score in the prediction equation, could be used in the
prediction of General Math course grades obtained in 1984-85 by
juniors.

Juniors 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
General Math sample was, gender differences were investigated by
not including ethnicity variables in the prediction t-quations.
Then, the White and Black ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the gender variables in the equations. Using
the Academic Ability composite as the aptitude predictor variable
resulted in statistically significarnt intercept differences for
the gender group members. With an R2 change of .028 (p<.01) for
the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison, Model 8 would be the best
prediction equation for this sample. Thus, if a common



regression line using the Academic Ability composite were used in
the prediction of General Math course grade, female juniors would
be consistently underpredicted on the criterion while male
junior would be consistently overpredicted.

The results also showed no statistically significant slope or
intercept differences between the White and Black ethnic group
members regression lines. Thus, Model 12, containing the uniu
vector and the Academic Ability composite score, could be used in
predicting Gener-i Math course grade for these individuals.

Seniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
General Math sample, gender differences were investigated by not
including ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then,
the White and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The results
showed no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences for the gender group or ethnic group members. Again,
Model 9 or 12 could be used in the prediction of General Math
course grades obtained in 1984-85 by seniors.

Algebra

Freshmen 1984-85. Using the ASVAB Academic Ability composite
as the predictor variable, the results showed statistically
significant intercept differences in the prediction equations for
the two gender groups with an R2 change of .040 (p .001) for the
Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the
best prediction equation for this sample. Using this composite,
freshmen females would be consistently underpredicted in their
Algebra grades if the common regression line were used, while
freshmen males would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score in the equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the ethnic group members, which in this sample were defined as
White and Nonwhite. Thus, Model 12, which contained only the
unit vector and the Academic Ability composite score in the
prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of Algebra
course grade for freshmen during this school year.

Freshmen 1985-86. With the Academic Ability composite as the
aptitude measure the results showed statistically significant
initercept differences in the prediction equat C's for the two
gender groups. These comparisons resulted in R changes of .042
(p<.0O01) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 tests. Therefore, Model 8
would be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using
this composite, freshmen females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Algebra grades if the common regression
line were used, while freshmen males would be consistently
overpredicted it a common regression line were used.
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Using this ASVAB composite score in the equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the ethnic group members, which in this sample were defined as
White and Nonwhite. Thus, Model 12, which contained only the
unit vector and the Academic Ability composite score in the
prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of Algebra
course grade for freshmen during this school year.

Sphomores 1984-85. In this 1984-85 sample, using the
Academic Ability high school composite score as the aptitude
predictor variable, the results showed statistically significant
intercept differe ces for the gender group members. These tests
resulted in an R change of .026 (p:.001) for the Model 8 vs
Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the best
prediction equation for this sample. Using this composite,
sophomore femal:s would be consistently underpredicted in their
Algebra grades if the common regression line were used, while
sophomore males would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score in the equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the ethnic group members, which in this sample were defined as
White and Nonwhite. Thus, Model 12, which contained only the
unit vector and the Academic Ability composite score in the
prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of Algebra
course grade for sophomores during this school year.

Sophomores 1985-86. Statistically significant intercept
differences resulted between the male and female subgroups. With
an R change of .018 (p<.001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9
comparison, Model 8 would be the best prediction system. Thus,
if a common regression line using the Academic Ability composite
were used in the prediction of Algebra course grade, female
sophomores would be consistently underpredicted on the criterion
while male sophomores would be consistently overpredicted.

This sample resulted in no statistically significant slope or
intercept differences for the White and Nonwhite ethnic group
members. Thus, Model 12, which contained only the unit vector
and the Academic Ability composite score in the prediction
equation, could be used in the prediction of Alaebra course grade
for these sophomores.

Juniors 1984-85. In this 1984-85 sample, using the Academic
Ability high school composite score as the aptitude predictor
variable, the results showed statistically sic-nificant intercept
differences for the gender group members. Tnese tests resulted
in an R- change of .030 (p<.001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9
comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the. best prediction
equation for this sample. Using this composite, j inior females
would be consistently underpredicted in their Algebra grades if
thi cmmnon regression line were used, while junior males would be
con.istently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.
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Using this ASVAB composite score in the equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the ethnic group members, which in this sample were defined as
White and Black. Thus, Model 12, which contained only the unit
vector and the Academic Ability composite score in the prediction
equation, could be used in the prediction of Algebra course grade
for juniors during this school year.

Juniors 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. Using the
Academic Ability composite as the aptitude predictor resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the gender group or ethnic grou members. Again, Model 9 or 12
could be used in the prediction of Algebra course grade for these
juniors.

Seniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. Using thr.
Academic Ability composite in the equations resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences for the gender
group members. With an R2 change of .039 (p:.01) for the Model 8
vs Model 9 comparison, Model 8 would be the best prediction
system for these seniors. Using this composite, senior females
would be consistently underpredicted in their Algebra grades if
the common regression line were used, while senior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score in the equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the ethnic group members, which in this sample were defined as
White and Nonwhite. Thus, Model 12 could be used in the
prediction of Algebra course grades obtained by seniors in the
1984-85 school year.

Geometry

Freshmen 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were 'nvestigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the gender variables in the equations. Again,
using the Academic Ability composite in the prediction equations
resulted in no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences for the gender group or ethnic group members. Thus,
Model 9 or 12 could be used in the prediction of Gecmetry course
grades obtained by freshmen in the 1985-86 school year.



Sophomores 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variebles in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the gender variables in the equations. As in
the Freshmen sample, using the Academic Ability composite
resulted in no statistically significant slope of intercept
differences for the gender group or ethnic group members. Model
9 or 12 could be used in the prediction of Geometry course grade
for these sophomores.

Sophomores 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equationz. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. With the Academic Ability
composite as the aptitude measure, the results showed
statistically significant intercept differences for the gender
group members. With an R2 change of .024 (p!.01) for the Model 8
vs Model 9 comparison, Model 8 would be the best prediction
equation for Geometry course grade for these sophomores. Using
this composite, sophomore females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Geometry grades if the common regression
line were used, while sophomore males would be consistently
overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

When the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences, using the Academic Ability composite within the
equations, the results showed statistically significant slop?
differences between the White and Black regression lines. The R
change for the Model 10 and Model 11 comparison was approximately
.021 (p .01), with Model 10 being the best prediction equation
for this sample's Geometry grade. Thus, the change in the
Geometry grade per unit change in the ASVAB Academic Ability
composite was significantly different for these White and Black
sophomores.

Juniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. With the
Academic Ability composite as the aptitude measure, the results
showed statistically significant intercept differences for the
gender grnup members. With an R change of .021 (p<.01) for the
Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison, Model 8 would be the best
prediction equation for Geometry course grade for these juniors.
Using this composite, junior females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Geometry grades if the common regression
line were used, while junior males would be consistently
overpredicted if a common regression line were used.
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Using the Academic Ability composite resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
two ethnic groups. Again Model 12 could be used in the
prediction of Geometry course grade for these juniors.

Juniors 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. As in some of
the other Geometry samples, using the Academic Ability composite
in the prediction equationo resulted in nc statistically
significant slope or intercept differences for the gender group
members. Model 9 could be used in the prediction of Geometry
course grade for these juniors.

When the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences, using the Academic Ability composite, the results
showed statistically significant slope differences between the
White and Nonwhite regression lines. The R change for the Model
10 and Model 21 comparison was approximately .060 (p..01), with
Model 10 being the best prediction equation for this sample's
Geometry grade. Thus, the change in the Geometry grade per unit
change in the ASVAB Academic Ability composite was significantly
different for these White and Nonwhite juniors.

Seniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
etnnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. In this sample,
the Academic Ability composite equations also resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender group or ethnic group members. Again, Model 9 or 12 could
be used in the prediction of Geometry course grade for these
seniors.

Calculus

Juniors 1985-86. This was the only Calculus sample which
possessed more than 50 cases, and only gender group differences
were tested. The Academic Ability composite, as the predictor
variable, resulted in no statistically significant slope or
intercept differences for the gender group members. Model 9
could be used in the prediction of Calculus course grade for
these individuals.
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General Science

Freshmen 1984-85. Using the Academic Ability high school
composite with this sample, the results showed no statistically
significant differences between the Model 2 vs Model 4
comparison. Model 4 included the unit vector, the Academic
Ability composite score, and the sex by ethnicity two-way
interaction predictor variables, with ethnicity membership being
defined as White, Black and Hispanic. With Model 4 as the best
prediction equation for this sample's General Science grade, no
differential validity was evidenced for the ethnicity by Academic
Ability score two-way interaction variables or the sex by
Academic Ability score two-way interaction variables.

Freshmen 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. Using the Academic
Ability composite as the aptitude predictor variable resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the gender group or ethnic group members. Model 9 or 12, which
contained the unit vector and the Academic Ability composite
score, could be used in the prediction of General Science course
grades obtained by freshmen in 1985-86.

Sophomores 1984-85. In this 1984-85 sample, using the
Academic Ability high school composite score as the aptitude
predictor variable, the results showej statistically significant
intercept differe ces for the gender group members. These tests
resulted in an R change of .040 (p .O01) for the Model 8 vs
Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the best
prediction equation for this sample. Using this composite,
sophomore females would be consistently underpiedicted in their
General Science grades if the common regression line were used,
while sophomore males would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score in the equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the ethnic group members, which in this sample were defined as
White and Nonwhite. Thus, Model 12, which contained only the
uiit vector and the Academic Ability composite score in the
prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of General
Science course grade for these sophomores during this school
year.

Sophomores 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were invest.gated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. Again, using the Academic
Ability composite as the aptitude aptitude measure resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
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gender group or ethnic group members. Model 9 or 12 could be
used in the prediction of General Science course grade for these
sophomores.

Juniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. Using the Arademic
Ability composite within the prediction equation resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender group members. Again, Model 9 could be used in the
prediction of General Science course grade for these juniors.

With the Academic Ability composite as the aptitude measure,
the results showed statistically significant intercept
differences for the two ethnic subgroups. With an R2 change of
.055 (p<.Ol) for the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison, Model 11
would be the best prediction equation for General Science course
grade for these juniors. Using this composite, White juniors
wo l1d be cocistently uiderpredicted in their General Science
grades if the common regression line were used, while Black
juniors would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

Juniors 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equationt. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differer.ces were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. This Academic
Ability composite prediction equation resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender group or ethnic group members. As in some of the previous
samples, Model 9 or 12 could be used in the prediction of General
Science course grades obtained by juniors in 1985-86.

Seniors 1984-85. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. Using the Academic Ability composite equation
resulted in no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences for the gender groups. Thus, Model 9, which
contained the unit vector and the ASVAB Academic Ability
composite, could be used in the prediction of General Science
course grade for these seniors.

Bioloqgy - II

Freshmen 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Norwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. This Academic
Ability composite equation also resulted in no statistically
significant slope or intercept differences tor the gender group
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or ethnic group members. Again, Model 9 or 12 could be used in
the prediction of Biology course grades obtained by freshmen in
1985-86.

Freshmen 1985-86. The use of this composite resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences in the prediction
equations for the two freshmen gender groups, with an R- change
of .028 (p<.001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison.
Therefore, Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this
sample. Using the Academic Ability composite as the predictor
variable, freshmen females would be consistently underpredicted
in their Biology grades if the common regression line were used,
while freshmen males would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite scire, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
White and Black freshmen, which were the ethnic groups defined in
the prediction equations. Thus, Model 12, which contained only
the unit vector and the Academic Ability composite score in the
prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of Biology
course grade for these freshmen.

Sophomores 1984-85. The use of this composite with this
sample also resulted in statistically significant intercept
differences in the pred4ction equations for the two sophomore
gender groups, with an R change of .018 (p .0l) for the Model 8
vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the best
prediction equation for this sample. Using the Academic Ability
composite as the predictor variable, sophomore females would be
consistently urderpredicted in their Biology grades if the common
regression line were used, while sophomore males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

When the tests for ethnic group differences were conducted
using the Academic Ability composite as the predictor composite,
the results showed statistically significant intercept
differences in the prediction equations for the White, Black and
Hispanic ethnic groups, with an R2 change of .008 (p .01) for the
Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison. Therefore, Model 11 would be
the best prediction equation for this sample. Using the Academic
Ability composite as the predictor variable, Black and Hispanic
sopiomores would be consistently underpredicted in their Biology
grades if the common regression line were used, while White
sophomores would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

Sophomores 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the gender variables in the equationE. These
tests resulted statistically significan% intercept di ferences
between the gender group members and an R change of .053 (pL.01)
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for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would
be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using this
composite, sophomore females would be consistently underpredicted
in their Biology grades if the common regression line were used,
while sophomore males would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score in the equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the three ethnic groups. Thus, Model 12, which contained only
the unit vector and the Academic Ability composite score in the
prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of Biology
course grads for these sophomores during this school year.

Juniors 1984-85. The use of this composite resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences in the prediction
equations for the two junior gender groups, with an R2 change of
.032 (p<.001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore,
Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample.
Using the Academic Ability composite as the predictor variable,
junior females would be consistently underpredicted in their
Biology grades if the common regression line were used, while
junior males would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score, the results showed rc
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
White and Nonwhite juniors, which were the ethnic groups defined
in the prediction equations. Thus, Model 12, which contained
only the unit vector and the Academic Ability composite score in
the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of
Biology course grade for these juniors.

Juniors 1985-86. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. Using the Academic Ability composite as the
predictor variable resulted in statistically sigpificant
intercept differences for the gender groups. Wich an R change
of .042 (p ..0l) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison, Model 8
would be the best prediction equation of Biology course grade for
these juniors. Using this composite, junior females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Biology grades if the common
regression line were used, while junior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Seniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, Lhe White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variabl c in the equations. The use of this Academic
Ability composite in the equations resulted in statistically
significant intercept gifferences for the gender and two ethnic
qroup members. With R changes of .032 and .040 (p<.01) for the
Model 8 vs Model 9 and the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparisons,
Models 8 and 11 would be the best prediction equations for these

24



seniors. Using this composite, senior females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Biology grades if the common
regression line were used, while senior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.
Conversely, if a common regression line using the Academic
Ability composite as the aptitude measure were used in the
prediction of Biology course grade, White seniors would be
consistently underpredicted on this criterion while Black seniors
would be consistently overpredicted.

Chemistry I - II

Freshmen 1985-86. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. Using the Academic Ability composite in the
equations, the results showed no statistically significant slope
or intercept differences for the gender groups. Thus, Model 9,
which contained the unit vector and the ASVAB Academic Ability
composite, could be used in the prediction of Chemistry course
grades obtained by freshmen in this year.

Sophomores 1984-85. This sample also tested only for eiider
group differences. Again, with the Academic Ability composite in
the equations, the results showed no statistically significant
slope or interept differences for the gender groups. Model 9
could be used in the prediction of Chemistry course grades
obtained by these sophomores.

Sophomores 1985-86. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. Using the Academic Ability composite as the
predictor variable, the results indicated statistically
sgnificant intercept differences for the gender groups. With an
R change of .048 (p<.0l) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison,
Model 8 would be the best prediction system of Chemistry course
grade for these sophomores. Using this composite, sophomore
females would be consistently underpredicted in their Chemistry
grades if the common regression line were used, while sophomore
males would be consistently overpredicted if a common regression
line were used.

Juniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The use of this
Academic Ability composite in the equations resulted in
statistically significant intercept d fferences for the gender
and two ethnic group members. With R changes of .047 and .019
(p .0l) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 and the Model Ii v- Model 12
comparisons, Models 8 and 11 would be the best prediction
equations for these juniors. Using this composite, junior
females would be consistently underpredicted in their Chemistry
grades if the common regression line were used, while junior
males would be consistently overpredicted if a common regression
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line were used. Conversely, if a common regression line using
the Academic Ability composite as the aptitude measure were used
in the prediction of Chemistry course grade, White juniors would
be consistently underpredicted on this criterion, while Nonwhite
juniors would be consistently overpredicted.

Juniors 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The use of this
composite resulted in statistically significant intercept
differences in the prediction equations for the two junior gender
groups, with an R change of .060 (p..01) for the Model 8 vs
Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the best
prediction equation for this sample. Using the Academic Ability
composite as the predictor variable, junior females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Chemistry grades if the
common regression line were used, while junior naies would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Using this ASVAB coiaposite score, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
White and Nonwhite juniors, which were the ethnic groups defined
in the prediction equations. Thus, Model 12, which contained
only the unit vector and the Academic Ability composite score in
the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of
Biology course grade for these juniors.

Seniors 1984-85. As in the previous samples using the
Academic Ability composite, the results showed no statistically
significant slope or intercept differences for the gender group
members. Model 9 could be used in the prediction of Chemistry
course grades obtained by seniors during this school year.

When the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences, using the Academic Ability composite, the results
showed statistically significant slope differences between the
White and Nonwhite regression lines. The R change for the Model
10 and Model 11 comparison was approximately .038 (p:.01), with
Model 10 being the best prediction equation for this sample's
Chemistry grade. Thus, the change in the Chemistry grade per
unit change in the ASVAB Academic Ability composite was
significantly different for these White and Nonwhite seniors.

Physics I - II

Juniors 1985-86. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. The use of this composite resulted in statistically
significant intercept differences in the-prediction equations for
the two junior gender groups, with an R4 change of .038 (p<.01)
for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would
be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using the



Academic Ability composite as the predictor variable, junior
females would be consistently underpredicted in their Physics
grades if the common regression line were used, while junior
males would be consistently overpredicted if a common regression
line were used.

Seniors 1984-85. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. The Academic Ability composite equations again
resulted in statistically significant intercept differences for
the gender groups. An R change of .042 (p .01) for the Model 8
vs Model 9 comparison was evidenced; therefore, Model 8 would be
the best prediction equation for this sample. Using the Academic
Ability composite as the predictor variable, senior females would
be consistently underpredicted in their Physics grades if the
common regression line were used, while senior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Government and Civics

Freshmen 1984-85. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. The Academic Ability composite prediction equations
resulted in no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences for the gender groups. Thus, Model 9, which
contained the unit vector and the ASVAB Academic Ability
composite, could be used in the prediction of Government course
grades obtained by freshmen for this year.

Sophomore 1984-85. This sample also tested only for gender
group differences. Again, using the Academic Ability composite
as the predictor variable, the results showed no statistically
significant slope or intercept differences for the gender groups.
Model 9 could be used in the prediction of Government course
grade for these sophomores.

Sophomores 1985-86. At first, usinq this composite with this
scimple, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equatiors. The use of this
Academic Ability composite in the eqlations resuited in
statistically significant intercept d ffcrence!3 for the gender
and two ethnic group members. With R (:riancues of .030 and .019
(p .0l) for the Model 3 vs Model 9 and tlh Modei 11 vs Model 12
comparisons, Models 8 and 11 would be the best prediction
equations for these sophomores. Using tiis composite, sophomcre
females would be consistently underpredicted in their c;overnment
grades if the common regression line were used whiJe sophomore
males would be consistently overpredicted if a commlon regression
line were used. Conversely, if a common regression line using
the Academic Ability composite as the aptitude measure were used
in the prediction of Government course grade, White sophomores
would be consistently underpredicted on this criterion while
Hispanic sophomores would be consistently overpredicted.

27



Juniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with tiis
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
inc.'lding the gender variables in the equations. However, the
use of this Academic Ability composite in the equations resulted
in statistically significant intercept differences for only tha
gender subgroup. With R changes of .020 (p..Ol) for the Model 8
vs Model 9 comparison, Models 8 would be the best prediction
equation for these juniors. Using this composite, junior females
would be consistently underpredicted in their Government grades
if the common regression line were used, while junior male- would
be consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were
used.

Using this ASVAB composite score, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
White and Nonwhite juniors, which were the ethnic groups defined
in the prediction equations. Thus, Model 12, which contained
only the unit vector and the Academic Ability composite score in
the prediction equation, could be used in the predicLiAi of
Government course grade for these juniors.

Juniors 1985-86. This sample, using the Academic Ability high
school composite score as the aptitude predictor variable,
resulted in statistically significa9 t intercept differences for
the gender group members. With an R change of .030 (p..001) for
the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison, Model 8 was the best
prediction equation for this sample. Using this composite,
junior females would be consistently underpredicted in their
Government grades if the common regression line were used, while
junior males would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
White and Black juniors, which were the ethnic groups defined in
the prediction equations. Thus, Model 12, which contained only
the unit vector and the Academic Ability composite score in the
prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of
Government course grade for these juniors.

Seniors 1984-85. Similar to the previous samples, this
sample, using the Academic Atility composite score as the
aptitude predictor variable, resulted in no statistically
significant slope or intercept differences for the gender group
members or the White and Black ethnic group members. Again,
Models 9 or 12, which contained only the unit vector and the
Academic Ability composite score in the prediction equation,
could be used in the prediction of Government course grades for
these seniors.



History

Freshmen 1984-85. The use of the ASVAB Academic Ability
composite as the aptitude predictor variable showed statistically
significant intercept differences in the prediction evuations for
the two freshmen gender groups and resulted in an R change of
.034 (p<.001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore,
Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample.
Using this composite as the predictor varia>,Je, freshmen females
would be consistently underpredicted in their History grades if
the common regression line were used, while freshmen males would
be consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were
used.

The use of this ASVAB composite in the equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group members. Thus, Model
12, which contained only the unit vector and the Academic Ability
composite score in the prediction equation, could b- ,sed in the
prediction of History course graces obtained by freshmen during
this school year.

Freshmen 1985-86. This sample, using the Academic Ability
high school composite score as the aptitude predictor variable,
resulted in statistically significant intercept differences in
the prediction equations for the two freshmen gender groups and
resulted in an R change of .009 (p<.001) for the Model 8 vs
Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the best
prediction equation for this sample. Using this composite as the
predictor variable, freshmen females would be consistently
underpredicted in their History grades if the common regression
line were used, while freshmen males would be consistently
overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

The use of this ASVAB composite in the equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences tor
the White and Black ethnic group members. Thus, Model 12, which
contained only the unit vector and the Academic Ability composite
score in the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction
of History course grades obtained by freshmen during this school
year.

Sonhomores 1984-85. Using the Academic Ability high school
composite score as the aptitude predictor variable, the results
showed statistically significant intercept differences in the
prediction equations for the two sophomore gender groups and
resulted in an R4 change of .020 (p<.001) for the Model 8 vs
Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the best
prediction equation for this sample. Using this composite as the
predictor variable, sophomore females would be consistently
underpredj.cted in their History grades if the common regression
line were used, while sophomore males would be consistently
overpredicted if a common regression line were used.
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The 3e of this ASVAB composite in the equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the White and Black ethnic group members. Thus, Model 12, which
contained only the unit vector and the Academic Ability composite
score in the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction
of History course grades obtained by sophomores during this
school year.

Sophomores 1985-86. The use of this composite resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences in the prediction
equations for the gender groups, with an R change of .032
(p<.001) for the Mcdel 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model
8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using
the Academic Ability composite as the predictor variable,
sophomore females would be consistently underpredicted in their
History grades if the common regression line were used, while
sophomore males would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

When the model comparisons were made f-r ethnic group
differences, using the Academic Ability composite, the results
showed statistically significant slope differences between the
White, Black and Hispanic regression lines. The R change for
the Model 10 and Model 11 comparison was approximately .009
(p .001), with Model 10 being the best prediction equation for
this sample's History grade. Thus, the change in the History
grade per unit change in the ASVAB Academic Ability composite was
significantly diffIrent for these White, Black and Hispanic
sophomores.

Juniors 1984-85. Like the 1985-86 freshmen sample, this
sample, using the Academic Ability high school composite score as
the aptitude predictor variable, resulted in statistically
significant intercept differences in the predictin equations for
the two junior gender groups and resulted in an R change of .033
(pS.001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model
8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using
this composite as the predictor variable, junior females would be
consistently underpredicted in their History grades if the common
regression line were used, while junior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Again, the use of this ASVAB composite in the equations
resulted in no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences for the White and Black ethnic group members. Thus,
Model 12, which contained only the unit vector and the Academic
Ability composite score in the prediction equation, could be used
in the prediction of History course grades obtained by juniors
during this school year.

Jgji9XLJ. 985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
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the gender variables in the equations. Using the Academic
Ability high school composite score as the aptitude predictor
variable, results showed statistically significant intercept
differences in the prediction equations for the two junior gender
groups and resulted in an R change of .040 (p:.01) for the Model
8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the best
prediction equation for this sample. Using this composite as the
predictor variable, junior females would be consistently
underpredicted in tteir History grades if the common regression
line were used, while junior males would be consistently
overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Again, the use of this ASVAB composite in the equations
resulted in no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences for the White and Black ethnic group members. Thus,
Model 12, which contained only the unit vector and the Academic
Ability composite score in the prediction equation, could be used
in the prediction of History course grades obtained by juniors
during this school year.

Seniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. The use of the Academic
Ability composite in the prediction equations resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender group members. Model 9 could be used in the prediction of
History course grade for these seniors.

Statistically significant intercept differences resulted
between the White and Black ethnic subgroups. With an R' change
of .026 (p..Ol) for the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison, Model 11
would be the best prediction system. Thus, if a common
regression line using the Academic Ability composite as the
aptitude measure were used in the prediction of History course
grade, White seniors would be consistently underpredicted on this
criterion while Black seniors would be consistently
overpredicted.

Foreign Language

Freshmen 1984-85. The use of the ASVAB Academic Ability
composite as the aptitude predictor variable showed statistically
significant intercept differences in the prediction equations for
the two freshmen gender groups and resulted in an R change of
.057 (p<.0l) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore,
Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample.
Using this composite as the aptitude predictor variable, freshmen
females would be consistently underpredicted in their Foreign
Language grades if the common regression line were used, while
freshmen males would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.
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The use of this ASVAB composite score in the equations also
resulted in statistically significant intercept differences in
the prediction equations fo5 the White, Black and Hispanic ethnic
groups and resulted in an R change of .021 (p..01) for the Model
11 vs Model 12 comparison. Therefore, Model 11 would be the best
prediction equation for this sample. Using this composite as the
aptitude predictor variable, White and Hispanic freshmen would be
consistently underpredicted in their Foreign Language grades if
the common regression line were used, while Black freshmen would
be consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were
used.

Freshmen 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the gender variables in the equations. Using
the Academic Ability composite in the prediction equations the
results showed statistically significant intercept differences in
the prediction equations for the two freshmen gender groups and
resulted in an R2 change of .049 (p .01) for the Model 8 vs Model
9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the best prediction
equation for this sample. Using this composite as the aptitude
predictor variable, freshmen females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Foreign Language grades if the common
regression line were used, while freshmen males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

When testing for ethnic group differences, the use of this
ASVAB composite in the equations resulted in no statistically
significant slope or intercept differences for the White, Black
and Hispanic ethnic group members. Thus, Model 12, which
contained only the unit vector and the Academic Ability composite
score in the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction
of Foreign Language course grades obtained by freshmen during
this school year.

Sophomores 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the gender variables in the equations. The
Academic Ability prediction equations showed statistically
significant intercept differences between the male and female
regression lines. The R2 change for the Model 8 and Model 9
comparison was approximately .085 (p .0l), with Model 8 being the
best prediction equation for this sample's Foreign Language
grade. Thus, using this composite as the aptitude measure,
sophomore females would be consistently underpredicted in their
Foreign Language grades if the common regression line were used,
while sophomore males would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression li, were used.
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Whcn the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences, the use of this Academic Ability composite in the
prediction equations also resulted in statistically significan
intercept differences for the ethnic group members. With an R
change of .012 (p .Ol) for the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison,
Model 11 would be the best prediction system for these
sophomores' Foreign Language course grade. Again, using this
composite as the aptitude measure, White and Hispanic sophomores
would be consistently underpredicted in their Foreign Language
grades if the common regression line were used, while Black
sophomores would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

Sophomores 1985-86. Using the ASVAB Academic Ability
composite as the aptitude predictor in the equations showed
statistically significant intercept differences in the prediction
euations for the two sophomore gender groups and resulted in an
R change of .059 (p<.01) for the Model C vs Model 9 conparison.
Therefore, Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this
sample. Using this composite sophomore females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Foreign Language grades if
the common regression line were used, while sophomore males would
be consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were
used.

When testing for ethnic group differences, the use of this
ASVAB composite in the equations resulted in no statistically
significant slope or intercept differences for the White and
Nonwhite ethnic group members. Thus, Model 12, which contained
only the unit vector and the Academic Ability composite score in
the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of
Foreign Language course grades obtained by sophomores during this
school year.

Juniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the gender variables in the equations. The use
of the Academic Ability composite as a predictor measure showed
statistically significant intercept differences between the male
and female regression lines. The R2 change for the Model 8 and
Model 9 comparison was approximately .078 (p.01), with Model 8
being the best prediction e-quation for this sample's foreign
Language grade. Thus, using this predictor composite, junior
females would be consistently underpredicted in their Foreign
Language grades if the common regression line were used, while
junior males would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

When the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences, the Academic Ability predictor composite also
resulted in statistically significant intercept differences for
the ethnic group members. The R2 change for the Model 11 vs
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Model 12 comparison was .020 (p:.0l); therefore, Model 11 would
be the best prediction equation for these juniors' Foreign
Language course grade. Using this composite White and Hispanic
juniors would be consistently underpredicted in their Foreign
Language grades if the common regression line were used, while
Black juniors would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

Juniors 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The Academic
Ability prediction equations resulted in statistically
significant intercept differences between the male and female
regression lines. The R2 change for the Model 8 and Model 9
comparison was approximately .047 (p!.01), with Model 8 being the
best prediction equation for this sample's Foreign Language
grade. Thus, using this predictor composite, junior females
would be consistently underpredicted in their Foreign Language
grades if the common regression line were used, while junior
males would be consistently overpredicted if a common regression
line were used.

When testing for ethnic group differences, the use of this
ASVAB composite in the equations resulted in no statistically
significant slope or intercept differences for the White and
Hispanic ethnic group members. Thus, Model 12, which contained
only the unit vector and the Academic Ability composite score in
the prediction equation, couid be used in the prediction of
Foreign Language course grades obtained by juniors during this
school year.

Seniors 1984-85. At first, using this compos.te with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The Academic
Ability composite prediction equations resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender group or ethnic group memhers. Model 9 or 12 could be
used in the prediction of Foreign Language course grade for these
individuals.

Secretary and Office Education

Juniors 1985-86. This sample tested only for White and
Nonwhite ethnic group differences. Using the Academic Ability
composite as the aptitude predictor variable, the results showed
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the ethnic groups. Thus, Model 12, which contained the unit
vector and the ASVAB Academic Ability composite, could be used in
the prediction of this course grade for these juniors.

34



Seniors 1984-85. This sample tested only for White and
Nonwhite ethnic group differences. Using the Academic Ability
composite prediction equations the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender groups. Thus, Model 12, which contained the unit vector
and the ASVAB Academic Ability composite, could be used in the
prediction of Secretary and office course grades obtained by
these seniors.

Typing and Word ProcessinQ

Freshmen 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethniiciLy variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the gender variables in the equations. The
Academic Ability composite prediction equations resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender group or ethnic group members. Model 9 or 12 could be
used in the prediction of Typing course grade for these freshmen.

Freshmen 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The Academic
Ability prediction equations resulted in statistically
significant intercept differences between the male and female
regression lines. The R2 change for the Model 8 and Model 9
comparison was approximately .033 (p!.01), with Model 8 being the
best prediction equatikn for this sample's Typing gL-ade. Thus,
using this predictor composite, freshmen females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Typing grades if the common
regression line were used, while freshmen males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

When testing for ethnic group differences, the use of this
ASVAB composite in the equations resulted in no statistically
significant slope or intercept differences for the White and
Hispanic ethnic group members. Thus, Model 12, which contained
only the unit vector and the Academic Ability composite score in
the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of
Typing course grades obtained by freshmen during this school
year.

ogphomores 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the gender variables in the equations. The
results again showed statistically significant intercept
differences between the male and female regression lines. The R4
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change for the Model 8 and Model 9 comparison was approximately
.043 (p<.01), with Model 8 being the best prediction equation for
this sample's Typing grade. Thus, using this predictor
composite, sophomore females would be consistently underpredicted
in their Typing grades if the common regression line were used,
while sophomore males would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

Again, when testing for ethnic group differences, the use of
this ASVAB composite in the equations resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group members. Thus, Model 12,
which contained only the unit vector and the Academic Ability
composite score in the prediction equation, could be used in the
prediction of Typing course grades obtained by sophomores during
this school year.

Sophomores 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. Using the Academic
Ability composite as the aptitude predictor variable, the results
showed no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences for the gender group or ethnic group members. Again,
Model 9 or 12 could be used in the prediction of Typing course
grade for these sophomores.

Juniors 1984-85. At first, using this compos:.te with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. As in the sophomore 1984-
85 sample, the results showed statistically significant intercep
differences between the male and female regression lines. The R
change for the Model 8 and Model 9 comparison was approximately
.064 (p<.01), with Model 8 being the best prediction equation for
this sample's Typing grade. Thus, using this predictor
composite, junior females would be consistently underpredicted in
their Typing grades if the common regression line were used,
while junior males would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

Again, when testing for ethnic group differences, the use of
this ASVAB composite in the equations resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
White and Black ethnic group members. Thus, Model 12, which
contained only the unit vector and the Academic Ability composite

36



score in the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction
of Typing course grades obtained by juniors during this school
year.

Juniors 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. As in the
previous sample, the results showed statistically significant
intercept differences between the male and female regression
lines. The R2 change for the Model 8 and Model 9 comparison was
approximately .044 (p<.01), with Model 8 being the best
prediction equation for this sample's Typing grade. Thus, using
this predictor composite, junior females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Typing grades if the common regression
line were used, while junior males would be consistently
overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Again, when testing for ethnic group differences, the use of
this ASVAB composite in the equations resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
White and Nonwhite ethnic group members. Thus, Model 12, which
contained only the unit vector and the Academic Ability composite
score in the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction
of Typing course grades obtained by juniors during this school
year.

Seniors 1984-85. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. The Academic Ability composite equations resulted
in statistically significant intercept differences between the
male and female regression lines. The R2 change for the Model 8
and Model 9 comparison was approximately .028 (p!.01), with Model
8 being the best prediction equation for this sample's Typing
grade. Thus, using this predictor composite, senior females
would be consistently underpredicted in their Typing grades if
the common regression line were used, while senior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Accounting and Bockkeepi ng

Sophomores 1985-86. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. The use of the ASIAB Academic Ability composite as
the predictor variable showed statistically significant intercept
differences in the prediction equations for the two sophomore
gender groups and resulted in an R2 change of .055 (pr.01) for
the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be
the best predicticn equation for this sample. Using this
composite as the predictor variable, sophomore females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Accounting grades if the
common regression line were used, while sophomore males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.
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Juniors 1984-85. This sample also tested only for gender
group differences. Again, using the Academic Ability composite
prediction equations, the results showed statistically
significant intercept differences in the predicti n equations for
the two junior gender groups and resulted in an R? change of .092
(p<.0l) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model
8 would be the best predictio, equation for this sample. Using
this composite as the predictor variable, junior females would be
consistently underpredizted in their Accounting grades if the
common regression line were used, while junior males would be
consistently overpredicted ie a common regression line were used.

Juniors 1985-86. This sample tested for gender group
differences. As in the previous sample, using the Academic
Ability composite prediction equations, the results showed
statistically significant intercept differences in the predictio
equations for the two junior gender groups and resulted in an R
change of .034 (p<.Ol) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison.
Therefore, Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this
sample. Using this composite as the predictor variable, junior
females would bc consistently underpredicted in their Accounting
grades if the common regression line were used, while junior
males would be consistently ovw.rpredicted if a common regression
line were used.

Seniors 1984-85. Like the junior samples, this sample tested
for gender group differences. Using the Academic Ability
composite prediction equations, the results showed statistically
significant intercept differences in the prediction equations for
the two gender groups and resulted in an R change of .035
(p .Ol) for the Model S vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model
8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using
this composite as the predictor variable, senior females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Accounting grades if the
common regression line were used, while senior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Home Economics

Freshmen 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. The prediction equations
with the ASVAB Academic Ability composite showed statistically
significant intercept differences in the prediction eq$uations for
the two fresh-en gender groups and resulted in an R change of
.045 (pS.01) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore,
Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample.
Using this composite, freshmen females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Homr Economics grades if the common
regression line were used, while freshmen males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.
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When the tests for ethnic group differences were conducted
using the ASVAB Academic Ability composite, the results showed
statistically significant intercept differences in the prediction
equations for the two ethnic groups. An R2 change of .072
(p<.Ol) for the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison was evidenced;
and Model 11 could be used in the prediction of Home Economics
course grade for these freshmen. Using this predictor composite,
freshmen Whites would be consistently underpredicted in their
Home Economics grades if L he common regression line were used,
while freshmen Blacks would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

Freshmen 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. Using the
Academic Ability composite as a predictor variable, the results
showed statistically significant intercept differences for these
two freshmen gender groups and resulted in an R c.,iange of .061
(p<.01) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model
8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using
this composite as the aptitude measure, freshmen females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Home Economics grades if the
common regression line were used, while freshmen males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

When the tests for ethnic group differences were conducted
using the ASVAB Academic Ability composite, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences in the
prediction equations for the two ethnic groups. Model 12 could
be used in the prediction of Home Economics course grade for
these freshmen.

Sophomores 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwl'ite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The prediction
equations with the ASVAB Academic Ability composite showed
statistically significant intercept lifferences in the prydiction
equations for the two gender groups a-d resulted in an R change
of .060 (p .0l) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison.
Therefore, Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this
sample. Using this composite, sophomore females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Home Economics grades if the
comnmon rcgrssion line wnrc n-ed, while sophom,-re males would be
consistently overpredicted if a ccmmon regression line were used.

When the tests for ethnic group differences were conduicted
using the ASVAB Academic Ability composite, the results showed
statistically significant intercept differences in the prediction
equations for the two ethnic groups. An R2 change of .032
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(p .01) for the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison was evidenced;
and Model 11 could be used in the prediction of Home Economics
course grade for these sophomores. Using this predictor
composite, White sophomores would be consistently underpredicted
in their Home Economics grades if the common regression line were
used, while Nonwhite sophomores would be consistently
overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Sophomores 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The use of the
Academic Ability composite prediction equations resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences for the gender
group members. The ASVAB Academic Ability composite showed
statistically significant intercept differences in the prediction
euations for the two sophomore gender groups and resulted in an
R change of .062 (ps.0l) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison.
Therefore, Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this
sample. Using this composite, sophomore females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Home Economics grades if the
common regression line were used, while sophomore males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

When the tests for ethnic group differences were conducted
using the ASVAB Academic Ability composite, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences in the
prediction equations for the two ethnic groups. Model 12 could
be used in the prediction of Home Economics course grade for
these sophomores.

Juniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The use of the
Academic Ability composite prediction equations resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences for the gender
group members. The ASVAB Academic Ability composite showed
statistically significant intercept differences in the predictio9
equations for the two junior gender groups and resulted in an R
change of .031 (p<.Ol) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison.
Therefore, Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this
sample. Using this composite, junior females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Home Economics grades if the
common regression line were used, while junior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

When the tests for ethnic group differences were conducted
using the ASVAB Academic Ability composite, the results showed no
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statistically significant slope or intercept differences in the
prediction equations for the two ethnic groups. Model 12 could
be used in the prediction of Home Economics course grade for
these juniors.

Juniors 1985-86. As in the previous junior sample, at first,
using this composite with this sample, gender differences were
investigated by not including ethnicity variables in the
prediction equations. Then, the White and Nonwhite ethnic group
differences were studied by not including the gender variables in
the equations. Again, this sample, using the Academic Ability
composite equations, resulted in statistically siggificant
intercept differences for the gender group members. An R change
of .111 (p<.0l) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison was
evidenced; therefore, Model 8 would be the best prediction
equation for this sample. Using this predictor composite junior
females would be consistently underpredicted in their Home
Economics grades if the common regression lirB were used, while
junior males would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

When the tests for ethnic group differences were conducted
using the ASVAB Academic Ability compofite, the results indicated
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences in
the prediction equations for the two ethnic groups. Model 12
could be used in the prediction of Home Economics course grade
for these juniors.

Seniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. As in the
junior 1985-86 sample, the Academic Ability composite equations
resulted in statistically significant intercept differences for
the gender group members. An R2 change of .042 (p:.0l) was
obtained for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison: therefore, Model
8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using
this composite senior females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Home Economics grades if the common
regression line were used, while senior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

The tests for ethnic group differences were conducted using
the ASVAB Academic Ability composite, and the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences in the
prediction equations for the two ethnic groups. Model 12 could
be used in the prediction of Home Economics course grade for
these seniors.
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Computer Programnming

Sophomores 1985-86. This sarple tested only for gender group
differences. Using the Academic Ability composite as a predictor
variable, the results showed statistically significant intercept
differences for the gender group members. An R2 change of .076
(p .01) was obtained for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison;
therefore, Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this
sample. Using this composite sophomore females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Computer Programming grades
if the common regression line were used, while sophomore males
would be consistently overpredicted if a common regression liJDe
were used.

Juniors 1984-85. Like the sophomore sample, this sample also
tested for gender group differences. Again, the Academic Ability
composite equations resulted in no statistically significant
slope or intercept differences for the gender groups. Thus,
Model 9, which contained the unit vector and the ASVAB Academic
Ability composite, could be used in the prediction of Conputer
Programming course grades obtained by juniors for this year.

Juniors 1985-86. Collapsing across the ethnic groups, the
model comparisons tested for gender group differences. Using the
Academic Ability predictor composite, the results showed
statistically significant intercept differences in the prediction
equations for the two junior gender groups and resulted in an R2

change of .113 (p<.Ol) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison.
Therefore, Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this
sample. Using this composite junior females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Computer Programming grades
if the common regression line were used, wbile junior males would
be consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were
used.

Seniors 1984-85. As in the previous Computer Programming
samples, this sample tested for gender group differences. The
Academic Ability composite prediction equations resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender groups. Thus, Model 9, which contained the unit vector
and the ASVAB Academic Ability composite, could be used in the
prediction of Computer Programming course grades obtained by
seniors for this year.
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Table 5. Surmmry of Equity Findings for Prediction of High Schnot
Course Grades by Academic Ability High School Composite

Course Sex Ethnicity SeEthnicity

English I-IV
Fresh 84-85 NS WS I
Fresh 85-86 1 SNS

Soph 84-85 S E NS

Soph 85-86 S I NS

Jr 84-85 S E WS
Jr 85-86 I E NS

Sr 84-85 I E NS

General Math
Fresh 84-85 1 E NS
Fresh 85-86 E S
Soph 84-85 E E MS
Soph 8 -86 1 E WS
Jr 84-85 E E NS

Jr 85-86 I E NS
Sr 84-85 E E NS

Atgenra

Fresh 84-85 I E WS
Fresh 85-86 I E NS
Soph 84-85 I E WS
Soph 85-86 1 E WS

Jr 84-85 1 F WS

Jr 85-86 E F NS

Sr 84-85 1 E WS

Georw try

Fresh 8s-86 E E NS

Soph 84-85 E E MS
Soph 85-86 I S hS
Jr .84-B5 ' E NS
Jr 85-86 E S NS

Sr 84-85 E E NS

c~lcutus
Jr 85-86 E NT NS

General Scincc
Fresh 84-85 NS WS I

Fresh 85-B6 E F NS
Soph 94-85 1 1 "s

Soph 85-86 E E NS
Jr 84-85 E I NS

Jr 85-86 E E NS
Sr 84-85 E NT NS

Note. WS = No- significant; I Intercept differences;

S Slope di'feren,.es; E = Equitable test, no significant slope or
i rtc. ept diffr-crccfund; Nf Not tested due vs srart pa
sizes.
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Table 5. (Continued)

Course Sex Ethnicity Sex*Ethnicity

BioLogy
Fresh 4-B5 E E NS

Fresh 85-96 1 E NS
Soh 84-85 I I MS
sn~Ii 85-86 I E MS

Jr 84-85 1 E NS
Jr 85-86 I T MS

Sr 84-85 I 1 MS

Chemistry
Fresh 85-86 E T NS

Soph 84-85 E 1T NS
Soph 85-86 ! NT MS
Jr 84-85 1 1 NS
Jr 85-86 E MS

Sr 84-85 E 
S 

NS

Physics

Jr 85-86 M WT NS
Sr 84-85 1 NT MS

Goverrment
Fresh 84-85 E NT MS
Sop 84-85 E MT NS
Soph 85-86 I I US
Jr 84-85 I E MS
Jr 85-86 I E MS
Sr 54-85 E E NS

History
Fresh 84-85 I E MS
Fresh 85-86 1 E NS

Soph 84-85 I E MS

Jr b4-85 E NS
J, 5- 6 IE MS

Foreign La--,
Frebh 84-85 1 NS

Fresh 05-86 1 E NS
Soph 84-85 1 1 NS
Soph 85.86 I E NS
Jr & -85 1 I N5
Jr 85-86 1 E WS

Sr P'-85 t E NS

Secretary L Ofc

Jr 85-86 NT E NS
Sr 84-8 MT E MS

-I _ _ - N

[.2N. MS - kot sIgrificant; I = Intercept diftferenc.e;

$ " Slope dIfferev.9s; E - Equitable test, no significant slopc or
intercept differences found; NT n Not tested due to vnialL sa'lp!e
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Table 5. (Concluded)

Course Sex Ethnicity [ Sex*Ethnicity
Typing

Fresh 84-85 E E NS
Frech 85-86 1 E NS
Soph 84-85 1 E NS
Soph 85-86 E E NS
Jr 84-85 i E NS
Jr 85-86 1 E NS
Sr 84-85 1 NT NS

Accounting
Soph 85-86 1 NT NS
Jr 84-85 1 NT NS
Jr 85-86 1 NT NS
Sr 84-85 1 NT MS

Home Ecormnics
Fresh 84-85 1 i NS
Fresh 85-86 i E NS
Soph 84-85 1I NS
Soph 85-86 1 E NS
Jr 84-85 1 E NS
Jr 85-86 1 E NS
Sr 84-85 I E NS

Computer Program
Soph 85-86 1 NT NS
Jr 84-85 E NT NS
Ji 85-86 1 Nf NS
Sr 84-85 E NT NS

Note. NS v Not significant; intercept differences;
S = Slope differe nes; E z EquitabLe test, no significant slope or
intercept differencet. fou:nd; NT = Not tested due to smalt sample
sizes.

Verbal High School Composite

English I IV

Freshmen 1984-85. Using the Verbal high schcol composita with
this sample, the results showed statistically significant
iifferences between the Model 2 vs Model 4 and th3 Model 2 vs
Model 5 comparisons. However, the Model 2 vs Model 6 comparsion
showed that these two models were not significantly different.
Model 6 included the unit vector, the Verbal score by sex two-way
interaction predictor variables, and the sex by athniuity Lwo-way
interaction predictor variables. With Model 6 as the best
prediction equation for this sample's English grade, no
differential validity was evidenced for the ethnicity by Verbal
score two-way interaction variables, with ethnicity being defined
as White, Black and Hispanic group membership.

&--r D 1__9_85- 86. • This composite showed statistically
significant intercept differences In the prediction acsuations for
the two freshmen gender groups and resulted in an R chdnge ot
.036 (p<.001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore,
Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample.
using the Verbal composite as the predictor variable freshmen
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females would be consistently underpredicted in their English
grades if the common regression line were used, while freshmen
males would be consistently overpredicted if a common regression
line were used.

When the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences, using this ASVAB composite resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences among
the White, Black and Hispanic regression lines. Thus, Model
12, which contained only the unit vector and the Verbal composite
score in the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction
of English course grade for these freshmen.

Sophomores 1984-85. When the model comparisons were made for
gender group differences, using the Verbal composite re ulted in
statistically significant slope differences between the iiiale and
female regression lines. The R2 change for the Model 7 and Model
8 comparison was approximately .010 (p..O01), with Model 7 being
the best prediction equation for this groups English grade.
Thus, the change in the English grade per unit change in the
ASVAB Verbal composite was significantly different for this
year's sophomore males and fernales.

Using the Verbal composite score as the aptitude measure
resulted in no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences for White, Black and Hispanic sophomores which were
the ethnic groups defined in the prediction equations. Thus,
Model 12, which contained only the unit vector and the Verbal
composite score in the prediction equation, could be used in the
prediction of English course grade for these sophomores.

Fophomores 1985-86. The model comparisons for gender group
differences using the Verbal composite showed statistically
significant slope differences between the male and female
regression lines, with Model 7 as the prediction equition to be
used for this sample. The R change for the Model 7 and Model 8
comparison was approximately .009 (?:S.001). Thus, the change in
the English grade per unit change In the ASVAB Verbal composite
was significantly different fot these sophomore males and
females.

Using the Verbal composite score as the aptitude measure
resulted in no statistically significant slope o: intercept
differences for White, Black and Hispanic sophomorec., which were
the ethnic groups defined in the prediction equations. Thus,
Model 12 could be used in the prediction of English course grade
for theve sophomores.

L9IIa _ j_2L4-_. When the riodel comparisons were made for
gender group differences, using the Verbal high school composite
resulted in statistically significant slope dilferencev between
the male and female regression ]lines. The R' change for tht
Model 7 and Model 8 comp,,riion was approxinately .009 (pS.001),
with Model I being thU best prediction equatinn for, this group's
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English grade. Thus, the change in the English grade per unit
change in the Verbal high school composite was significantly
different for these junior males and females.

Using this ASVAB composite score as the aptitude predictor
variable resulted in no statistically significant slope or
intercept differences for White, Black and Hispanic juniors.
Thus, Model 12, which contained only the unit vector and the
Verbal composite score in the prediction equation, could be used
in the prediction of English course grade for these individuaiG.

Juniors 1985-86. As in the 1984-85 school year, using the
Verbal composite in the equations showed statistically
significant slope differences between the male and female
regression lines. The R2 change for the Model 7 and Model 8
comparison was approximately .008 (p<.001), with Model 7 being
the best prediction equation for English grade. Thus, the change
in the English grade per unit change in the Verbal composite was
also significantly different for these junior males and females.

Again, using the Verbal composite score resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
ethnic groups, with this sample including only White, Black and
Hispanic individuals. Thus, Model 12, which contained only the
unit vector and the Verbal composite score in the prediction
equation, could be used in the prediction of English course grade
for these juniors.

Seniors 1984-85. The ASVAB Verbal composite as the aptitude
predictor showed statistically significant intercept differences
in the prediction equations for the two senior gender groups and
resulted in an R change of .029 (p<.001) for the Model 8 vs
Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the best
prediction equation for this sample. Using the Verbal composite
as the aptitude predictor variable senior females would be
consistently underpredicted in their English grades if the common
regression line were used, while senior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score in the equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or Intercept differences for
the White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group members. Model 12
could be used in the prediction of English course grades obtained
by seniors during this school year.

Genel M-

F CsE h 98n4-85. This sample, using the Verbal high school
composite score as the aptitude predictor variable, resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the gender group members or the White, Black and Hiispanic ethnic
group meinbors. Models 9 or 12, containing only the unit vector
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and the Verbal composite score in the prediction equation, could
be used in the prediction of General Math course grade for these
freshmen.

Sophomores 1984-85. This sample also resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender group members or the White, Black and Hispanic ethnic
group members. Models 9 or 12, which contained only the unit
vector and the Verbal composite score in the prediction equation,
could be used in the prediction of General Math course grades
obtained during this year by sophomores.

Sophomores 1985-86. This sample, using the Verbal composite
in the equations, showed statistically significant intercept
differences between the male and female gender subgroups. With
an R char-e of .038 (p<.001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9
comparison, lodel 8 would be the best prediction system. Thus,
if a cr.nion regression line using the Verbal composite were used
in the prediction of General Math course grade, female sophomores
would be zonsistently underpredicted on the criterion while male
sophomores would be consistently overpredicted.

The results also showed no statistically significant slope or
intercept differences between the White and Black ethnic group
members regression lines. Thus, Model 12, containing the unit
vector and the Verbal composite score, could be used in
predicting General Math course grade for these individuals.

Juniors 1984-85. In this 1984-85 sample, using the Verbal
high school composite score as the aptitude predictor variable,
tLa results showed no statistically significant slope or
intercept differences for the gender group members or the White
and Black ethnic group members. Thus, Models 9 or 12, which
contained only the unit vector and the Verbal composite score in
the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of
General Math course grades obtained in 1984-85 by juniors.

Junlors 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ,-thnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. Using the Verbal
composite as the aptitude predictor variable resulted in
statistically significant intercept difterences for the gender
group members. With an R2 change of .028 (- ..01) for the Model 8
vs Model 9 comparison, Model 8 would be the best prediction
equation for this sample. Thus, if a common regression line
using the Verbal composite were used in the prediction of General
Math course grade, female juniors would be consistently
underpr dlcted on the criterion while male juniors would be
consistent!, ov'rpredicted.
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The results also showed no statistically significant slope or
intercept differences between the White and Black ethnic group
members regression lines. Thus, Model 12, containing the unit
vector and the Verbal composite score, could be used in
predicting General Math course grade for these individuals.

Seniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. The results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender group or ethnic group members. Again, Model 9 or Model 12
could be used in the prediction of General Math course grades
obtained in 1984-85 by seniors.

Algebra

Freshmen 1984-85. Using the ASVAB Verbal composite as the
predictor variable, the results showed statistically significant
intercept differences in the prediction equations for the two
gender groups with an R change of .037 (p<.001) for the Model 8
vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the best
prediction equation for this sample. Using this composite,
freshmen females would be consistently underpredicted in their
Algebra grades if the common regression line were used, while
freshmen males would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score in the equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the ethni. group members, which in this sample were defined as
White and Nonwhite. Thus, Model 12, which contained only the
unit vector and the Verbal composite score in the prediction
equation, could be used in the prediction of Algebra course grade
for freshmen during this school year.

Freshmen 1985-86. With the Verbal composite as the aptitude
measure the results showed statistically significant intercept
differences in the prediction equations for the two gender
groups. These comparisonis resulted in R change of .036 (p<.001)
for the Model 8 vs Model 9 tests. Therefore, Model 8 would be
the best prediction equation for this sample. Using this
composite, freshmen females VuuIcl be consistently urnderpredicted
in their Algebra grades if the common regre.ssion line were used,
while freshmen males would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

Using this ASVAB compositc score in the equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the ethnic group members, which in this sample were defined as
White and Nonwhite. I'hu'-, Model 12, which containcd only the
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unit vector and the Verbal composite score in the prediction
equation, could be used in the prediction of Algebra course grade
for freshmen during this school year.

Sophomores 1984-85. In this 1984-85 sample, using the Verbal
high school composite score as the aptitude predictor variable,
the results showed statistically significant intercept
differenFes for the gender group members. These tests resulted
in an R change of .023 (p<.001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9
comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the best prediction
equation for this sample. Using this composite, sophomore
females would be consistently underpredicted in their Algebra
grades if the common regression line were used, while sophomore
males would be consistently overpredicted if a common regression
line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score in the equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the ethnic group members, which in this sample were defined as
White and Nonwhite. Thus, Model 12, which contained only the
unit vector and the Verbal composite !core in the prediction
equation, could be used in the prediction of Algebra course grade
for sophomores during this school year.

Sophocmores 1985-86. In this sample, using the Verbal high
school composite, the results showed no statistically significant
slope or intercept differences for the gender group members or
the White and Nonwhite ethnic group members. Thus, Models 9 or
12, which contained only the unit vector and the Verbal composite
score in the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction
of Algebra course grades obtained in 1985-86 sophomores.

,3iniors 1984-85. In this 1984-85 sample, us.ng the Verbal
higl school composite score as the aptitude predictor variable,
the results showed statistically significant intercept
differen es for the gender group members. These tests resulted
in an R change of .028 (p<.001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9
comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the best prediction
equation for this sample. Using this composite, junior females
would be consistently underpredicted in their Algebra grades if
the comiuion regression line were used, while junior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score in the equations resulted in
nc statistically significant siope or intercept differences for
the ethnic group members, which in this samr-e were defined as
White arid Black. Thus, Model 12, which cont ained only the unit
vector and the Verbal composite score in th;, prediction equation,
could be used in the prediction of Ajebra courLe grade for
juniors during this school year.

Junliors 1985-86. At first, using this compositc, with this
sample, gender diffirences were investigated by noL including
ethnicity variables in the predictiun equitions. Then, the White
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and Nonwhite ethnic grcup differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. Using the
Verbal composite as the aptitude predictor resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender group or ethnic group members. Again, Model 9 or Model 12
could be used in the prediction of Algebra course grade for these
juniors.

Seniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. Using the
Verbal composite in the equations resulted in statistically
significant intercept differences for the gender group members.
With an R2 change of .034 (p<.Ol) for the Model 8 vs Model 9
comparison, Model 8 would be the best prediction system for these
s-niors. Using this composite, senior females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Algebra grades if the common
regression line were used, while senior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score in the equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the ethnic group members, which in this sample were defined as
White and Nonwhite. Thus, Model 12 could be used in the
prediction of Algebra course grades obtained by seniors in the
1984-85 school year.

Geometry

Freshmen 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the gender variables in the equations. Usina
the Verbal composite in the prediction equations resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender group or ethnic group members. Thus, Model 9 or Mode] 12
could be used in the prediction of Geometry course grades
obtained by freshmen in the 1985-86 school year.

Sophomores 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the gend'r variables in the equations. As in
the Freshmen sample, using the Verbal composite resulted in no
statistically significant slope of intercept differences for the
gender group or ethnic group mcmbers. Model 9 or Model 12 could
be used in the prediction of Geometry course grade for these
sophomores.
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Sophomores 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. With the Verbal composite
as the aptitude measure, the results showed statistically
significant intercept differences for the gender group members.
With an R2 change of .020 (p<.0l) for the Model 8 vs Model 9
comparison, Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for
Geometry course grade for these sophomores. Using this
composite, sophomore females would be consistently underpredicted
in their Geometry grades if the common regression line were used,
while sophomore males would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

When the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences, using the Verbal composite within the equations, the
results showed statistically significant slope differences
between the White and Black regression lines. The R2 change for
the Model 10 and Model 11 comparison was approximately .019
(p<.01), with Model 10 being the best prediction equation for
this sample's Geometry grade. Thus, the change in the Geometry
grade per unit change in the ASVAB Verbal composite was
significantly different for these White and Black sophomores.

Juniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. With the Verbal
composite as the aptitude measure, the results showed no
statistically significant slope of intercept differences for the
gender group or ethnic group members. Model 9 or Model 12 could
be used in the prediction of Geometry course grade for these
juniors.

Juniors 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. As in some of
the other Geometry samples, using the V7erbal composite in the
prediction equations resulted in no statistically significant
slope or intercept differences for the qender group members.
Mode. 9 could be used in the prediction of Geometry course grade
for these juniors.

When the model comparisons were made for ethnic qroup
differences, using the Verbal composite, the results showed
statistically significant intercept differences between the White
and Nonwhite regression lines. The R change for the Model 11
and Model 12 ccmparison was approximately .105 (p<.O1), with
Model 11 being the best prediction equation tor this sample's
Geometry grade. Thus, using this compusite, White juniors would
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be consistently underpredicted in their Geometry grades if the
common regression line were used, while Nonwhite juniors would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Seniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethni:ity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. In this sample,
the Verbal composite equations resulted in no statistically
significant slope or intercept differences for the gender group
or ethnic group members. Again, Model 9 or Model 12 could be
used in the prediction of Geometry course grade for these
seniors.

Calculus

Juniors 1985-86. This was the only Calculus sample which
possessed more than 50 cases, and only gender group differences
were tested. The Verbal composite, as the predictor variable,
resulted in no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences for the gender group members. Model 9 could be dsed
in the prediction of Calculus course grade for these individuals.

General Science

Freshmen 1984-85. Using the Verbal high school composite with
this sample, the results showed no statistically significant
differences between the Mode) 2 vs Model 4 comparison. Model 4
included the unit vector, the Verbal composite score, and the sex
by ethnicity two-way interaction predictor variables, with
ethnicity membership being defined az White, Black and Hispanic.
With Model 4 as the best prediction equation for this sample's
General Science grade, no differential validity was evidenced for
the ethnicity by Verbal score two-way interaction variables or
the sex by Verbal score two-way interaction variables.

Freshmen 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gendor differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
arid Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. Using the Verbal
composite as the aptitude predictor variable resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender group or ethnic group members. Model 9 or Model 12, which
contained the unit vector and the Verbal composite score, could
be used in the prediction of General Science course grades
obtained by freshmen in 1985-86.

sojhomoresa 1984-85. In this 1984-85 sample, using the Verbal
high school composite score as the aptitude predictor variable,
tho results showed statistically significant intercept
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differenFes for the gender group members. These tests resulted
in an R change of .038 (p<.001) for the Mode. 8 vs Model 9
comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the best prediction
equation for this sample. Using this composite, sophomore
females would be consistently underpredicted in their General
Science grades if the common regression line were used, while
sophomore males would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score in the equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the ethnic group members, which in this sample were defined as
White and Nonwhite. Thus, Model 12, which contained only the
unit vector and the Verbal composite score in the prediction
equation, could be used in the prediction of General Science
course grade for these sophomores during this school year.

Sophomores 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigatea b not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. Again, using the Verbal
composite as the aptitude aptitude measure resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender group or ethnic group members. Model 9 or Model 12 could
be used in the prediction of General Science course grade for
these sophomores.

Juniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
eIthnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. Using the Verbal
composite within the prediction equation resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender group members. Again, Model 9 could be used in the
prediction of General Science course grade for these juniors.

With the Verbal composite as the aptitude measure, the results
showed statistically significant intercept differences for the
two ethnic subgroups. With an R2 change of .053 (p<.Ol) for the
Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison, Model1 11 would be the best
prediction equation for General Science course grade for these
juniors. Using this composite, White juniors would be
consistently underpredicted in their General Science grades if
the common regression line were used, while Black juniors would
be consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were
used.

Juniors 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and J-oriwhite ethnic group differencres were studied by not
including the gender variables in th equations. This Verbal
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composite prediction equation resulted in no statistically
significant slope or intercept differences for the gender group
or ethnic group members. As in some of the previous samples,
Model 9 or Model 12 could be used in the prediction of General
Science course grades obtained by juniors in 1985-86.

Seniors 1984-85. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. Using the Verbal composite equation resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender groups. Thus, Model 9, which contained the unit vector
and the ASVAB Verbal composite, could be used in the prediction
of General Science course grade for these seniors.

BioloQy I - II

Freshmen 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. This Verbal
composite equation also resulted in no statistically significant
slope or intercept differences for the gender group or ethnic
group members. Again, Model 9 or Model 12 could be used in the
prediction of Biology course qrades obtained by freshmen in 1984-
85.

Freshmen 1985-86. The use of this compo:it resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences in the prediction
equations for the two freshmen gender groups, with an R2 change
of .029 (p<.00!) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison.
Therefore, Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this
sample. Using the Verbal composite as the predictor variable,
freshmen females would be consistently underpredicted in their
Biology grades if the common regression line were used, while
freshmen males would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

Using this ASVAb composite score, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
White and Black freshmen, which were the ethnic groups defined in
the prediction equations. Thus, Model 12, which contained only
th' unit vector and the Verbal composite score in the prediction
equation, could be used in the prediction of Biology course grade
for these freshmen.

Sophomores 1984-85. Using the Verbal high school composite
with this sample, the results showed statistically significant
differences between the Model 2 vs Model 4 and the Model 2 vs
Model 5 comparisons. However, the Model 2 vs Model 6 comparsion
showed that these two models were not significantly different.
Model. 6 included the unit vector, the Verbal score by sex two-way
interaction predictor variables, and the sex by ethnicity two-way
interaction predictor variables. With Model 6 as the best
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prediction equation for this sample's Biology grade, no
differential validiy was evidenced for the ethnicity by Verbal
score two-way interaction variables, with ethnicity being defined
as White, Black and Hispanic group membership.

Sophomores 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the gender variables in the equations. These
tests resulted statistically significan% intercept differences
between the gender group members and an R change of .058 (p<.01)
for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would
be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using this
composite, sophomore females would be consistently underpredicted
in their Biology grades if the common regression line were used,
while sophomore males would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score in the equations resulted in
no statistically signiticant slope or intercept differences for
the three ethnic groups. Thus, Model 12, which contained only
the unit vector and the Verbal composite score in the prediction
equation, could be used in the prediction of Biology course grade
for these sophomores during this school year.

Juniors 1984-85. The use of this composite resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences in the prediction
equations for the two junior gender groups, with an R change of
.030 (p<.001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore,
Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample.
Using the Verbal composite as the predictor variable, junior
females would be consistently underpredicted in their Biology
grades if the common regression line were used, while junior
males would be consistently overpredicted if a common regression
line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
White and Nonwhite juniors, which were the ethnic groups defined
in the prediction equations. Thus, Model 12, which contained
only the unit vector arid the Verbal composite score in the
prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of Biology
course grade for these juniors.

Juniors 1985-86. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. Using the Verbal composite as the predictor
variable resulted in statistically significant intercept
differences for the gender groups. With an R change of .033
(p<.Ol) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison, Model 8 would be
the best prediction ec iation of Biology course grade for these
juniors. Using ths composite, junior females would be
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consistently underpredicted in their Biology grades if the common
regression line were used, while junior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Seniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. The use of this Verbal
composite in the equations resulted in statistically significant
intercept diffe ences for the gender and two ethnic group
members. With R changes of .036 and .031 (p<.01) for the Model
8 vs Model 9 and the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparisons, Models 8
and 11 would be the best prediction equations for these seniors.
Using this composite, senior females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Biology grades if the common regression
line were used, while senior males would be consistently
overpredicted if a common regression line were used. Conversely,
if a common regression line using the Verbal composite as the
aptitude measure were used in the prediction of Biology course
grade, White scniors would be consistently underpredicted on this
criterion while Black seniors would be consistently
overpredicted.

Chemistry I - II

Freshmen 1985-86. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. Using the Verbal composite in the equations, the
results showed no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences for the gender groups. Thus, Model 9, which
contained the unit vector and the ASVAB Verbal composite, could
be used in the prediction of Chemistry course grades obtained by
freshmen in this year.

Sophomores 1984-85. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. Again, with the Verbal composite in the equations,
the results showed no statistically significant slope or
intercept differences for the gender groups. Model 9 could be
used in the prediction of Chemistry course grades obtained by
these sophomores.

Sophomores 1985-86. This saipie tested only for gender group
differences- Using the 'verbal composite as the predictor
variable, the results indicated statistically sigpificant
intercept differences for the gender groups. With an R change
ot .0,43 (p<.0l) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison, Model 8
would be the best prediction system of Chemistry course grade for
these sophomores. Using this composite, sophomore females would
be coisistently underpredicted in their Chemistry grades if the
cor'non regression line were used, while sophomore males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.
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Juniors 1984-85. At f irst, using this composite with this
sample, genidey ditfererices were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by riot
including the qendper variables in the equations. The use of this
Verbal composite in the equations resultCed in statistically
significant intercept qifferences for the gender and two ethnic
group members. With R- changes of .040 and .021 (p<.Ol) for the
Model e8 vs Model 9 and the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparisons,
Models 8 and 11 would be the best prediction equations for these
juniors. Using this composite, junior females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Chemistry grades if the
common regression line were used, while junior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a cornor. regression line were used.
Conversely, if a comiion regress ion line using the Verbal
composite as the aptitude measure were used in the prediction of
Chemicstry course grade, Wr-ite juniors would be consistently
underpredicted on this criterion while Nonwhite juniors would be
consistently overpredicted.

Juniors i1i9-R6. At first, using this composite with this
sainple, gender diffez>--nces were investigated by not ircluding
ethnicity variables in the preL'iction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by rnot

composite resulted in statistically significant intercept
differences in the 2 prediction equation,- for the two junilor gender
groups, with an R change of .052 (p.Ol) for the Model 8 vs
Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the best
predicti4on equation for this sample. Using the Verbal composite
as the predictor variable, junior fomalvcs would be consistently
underpredicted in thceir Chemistry grader, if the common regression
line were used, while junior maies would be consistently
overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score, the result-- showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept (lifferences for
White and Nonwhite juniors, which were th3 ethnic groups defined

in the prediction equations. Thus, Model 12, which contai~iedI
only the unit vector and the Verbal composite score in the
prraintion nquation: couldi be used in the prediction of Chemistry
c;ourse grade for these juniors.

Seniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were inivestigatcd by ntot including
ethnicity variables in t~he pred ict ion equations. -hen, the Whitc
and Nonwhite ethinic gro-tip differences were studied by not
including the gender variable-, in th. equatirri-,- Osing the
Verbal composite, the results showed no statistically significant
slope or intercept differences for the gender or White and
Nonwhite ethnic group members. Model 9 or Model 12 could be used
in the prediction of Chemistry course grades obtained by seniorL;
during this school year.



Physics I - II

Juniors 1965-86. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. The use of this composite resulted in statistically
significant intercept differences in the Prediction equations for
the two junior gender groups, with an R change of .032 (p<.Ol)
for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would
be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using the
Verbal composite as the predictor variable, junior females would
be consistently underpredicted in their Physics grades if the
common regression line were used, while junior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Seniors 1984-85. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. The Verbal composite equations again resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences for the gender
groups. An R2 charge of .038 (p<.01) for the Model 8 vs Mcdel 9
comparison was evidenced; therefore, Model 8 would be the best
prediction equation for this sample. Using the Verbal composite
as the predictor variable, senior females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Physics grades if the common regression
line were used, while senior males would be consistently
overpredjctd it - common regression line were used.

Government and Civics,

Freshmen 1984-85. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. The Verbal composite prediction equations resulted
in no statistically significant slope or intercept differences
for the gender groups. Thus, Model 9, which contained the unit
vector and the ASVAB Verbal composite, could be used in the
prediction of Government course grades obtained by freshmen for
this year.

Sohoore 1984-85. This sampie also tested only for gender
group differences. Again, using the Verbal composite as the
predictor variable, the results showed no statistically
significant slope or intercept differences for the gender groups.
Model 9 could be used in the prediction of Government course
grade for these sophomores.

onhomores 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not .ncluding
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The use of this
Verbal composite in the equations resulted in statistically
significant intercept Oifferences for the gender and two ethnic
group members. With R4 changes of .031 and 018 (p .01) for the
Model 8 vs Model 9 and the Model 11 vs Mode] 12 comparisons,
Models 8 and 11 would be the best prediction equations for these
sophomores. Using tbts composite, sophomore females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Government grades it the
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comumon regression line were used, while sophomore males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.
Conversely, if a common regression line using the Verbal
composite as the aptitude measure were used in the prediction of
Government course grade, White sophomores would be consistently
underpredicted on this criterion while Hispanic sophomores would
b& consistently overpredicted.

Juniors 1984-8. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, tise White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. However, the
use of this Verbal composite in the equations resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences for only the
gender subgroup. With R change of .017 (ps.01) for the Model 8
vs Model 9 comparison, Model 8 would be the best prediction
equation for these juniors. Using this composite, junior females
would be consistently underpredicted in their Government grades
if the common regression line were used, while junior males wonId
be consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were
used.

Using this ASVAB composite score, the results showed no
stat-istinA!!y rirnifi ant- slorp or intercept differences for
White and Nonwhite juniors, which were the ethnic groups defined
in the prediction equations. Thus, Model 12, which contained
only the unit vector and the Verbal composite score in the
prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of
Government course grade for these juniors.

Juniors 1985-86. This sample, using the Verbal high school
composite score as the aptitude predictor variable, resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences for the gender
group members. With an R change of .025 (p:.001) for the Model
8 vs Model 9 comparison, Model 8 was the best prediction equation
for this sample. Using this composite, junior females would be
consirtently underpredicted in their Government grades if the
common regression line were used, while junior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite 'oure, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences tor
White and Black juniors, which were the ethnic groups defined in
the prediction equations. Thus, Model 12, which contained only
the unit vector and the Verbal composite score in the prediction
equation, could be used in the prediction of Government course
grade for these juniors.

Seniors 1984-85. Similar to the previous samples, this
sample, using the Verbal composite score as the aptitude
predictor viriable, resulted in no statistically significant
slope or intercept differences for the gender group .iembers or
the White and Black ethnic group members. Again, Models 9 or 12,
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which contained only the unit vector and the Verbal composite
score in the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction
of Government course grades for these seniors.

Freshmen 1984-85. The use of the ASVAB Verbal composite as
the aptitude predictor variable showed statistically significant
intercept differences in the prediction equations for the two
freshmen gender groups and resz2Lad in an R change of .031
(p<.001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model
8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using
this composite as the predictor variable, freshmen females would
be consistently underpredicted in their History grades if the
common regression line were used, while freshmen males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common reacression line were used.

The use of this ASVAB composite in the equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group members. Thus, Model
12, which contained only the ur~t vector and the Verbal composite
score in the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction
of History course grades obtained by freshmen during this school
year.

Frs- S-66. This sample, using the Verbal high school
composite score as the aptitude predictor variable, resulte-d in
statistically significant intercept differences in the prediction
e.lations for the two freshmen gender groups and resulted in an
R change of .009 (p.O01) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison.
Therefore, Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this
sample. Using this composite as the predictor variable, freshmen
females would be consistently underpredicted in their History
grades if the common regression line were used, while freshmen
males would be consistently overpredicted if a common regression
line were used.

The use of this ASVAB composite in the equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the White and Black ethnic group members. Thus, Model 12, which
contained only the unit vector and the Verbal composite score in
the prediction equation, could be .ad in the pr'ediction of
History course grades obtained by freshmen during this school
year.

Sohomogysj 4-85. Using the Verbal high school composite
score as the aptitude predictor variable, the results showed
statistically significant intercept differences in the prediction
emuations for the two sophomore gender groups and resulted in an
R2change of .020 (ps.001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison.
Therefore, Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this
sample. Using this composite as the predictor variable,
sophomore females would be consistently underpredicted in their
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History grade: if the common regression line were used, while
sopiomore males would be consistently overpredicted if a comwon
regression line were used.

The use of this ASVAB composite in the eqations re:ulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
he White and Black ethnic group members. Thus, Model 12, which

contained only the unit vector and the Verbal composite score in
the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of
Hi.story course grades obtained by sophomores during this school
year.

a2RQ~tL9 lQ5l2 §. The use of this composite resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences in the prediction
equations for the gender groups, with an R2 change of .032
(p<.001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model
8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using
the VerLal composite as the predictor variable, sophomore females
would be consistently underpredicted in their History grades if
the coimon regression line were used, while sophomore males would
be consistertly overpredicted if a common regression line were
used.

Using this ASVAB composite score, the results showed no
statistically significant slope differences for White, Black and
Hispanic sophomores, which were th. ethnic groups defined in the
prediction equations. With the R change for the Model 10 and
Model 11 comparison approximating .008 (p5.001), Model 10 would
be the best prediction system for this sample. Thus, the change
in History grade per unit change in the Verbal composite was
significantly different for White, Black and Hispanic sophomores.

J ors 1984-85. Like the 1985-86 freshmen sample, this
sample, using the Verbal high school composite score as the
aptitude predictor variable, resulted in statistically
significant intercept differences in the predictin equations for
the two Junior gender groups and resulted in an R change of .029
(p<.001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model
8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using
this composite as the predictor variable, junior females would be
consistently underpredicted in their History grades if the common
regression line were usea, wniie junior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Again, the use of this ASVAB composite in the equations
resulted in no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences for tiie White and Black ethnic grcup ienL:mb . Trhus,
Model 12, which contained only tL unit vector and the Verbal
composite score in the prediction equation, could be used in th_
prdiction of History course grades obtained by juniors during
this school year.
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Juniors 18R5-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. Using the Verbal high
schno composite score as the aptitude predictor variable,
results showed statistically significant intercept differences in
the prediction squations for the two junior gender groups and
resulted in an R change of .033 (p:.01) for the Model 8 vs Model
9 comparison Therefore, Model 8 would be the best prediction
equation for this sample. Umnlag this composite as the predictor
variable, junior females would be consistently underpredicted in
their History grades if the common regression line were used,
while junior males would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

Again, the use of this ASVAB composite in the equations
resulted in no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences for the White and Black ethnic qroup members. Thus,
Model 12, which contained only the unit vector and tae Vcrba!l
composite score in the prediction equation, could be used in the
prediction of History course grades obtained by juniors during
this school year.

Senigrs 1984-8§5. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including

ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. The use of the Verbal
composite in the pretiction equations resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender group members. Model 9 could be used in the prediction of
H'story course grade for these seniors.

Statistically significant intercept differences esulted
between the White and Black ethnic subgroups. With an R change
of .026 (p<.01) for the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison, Model 11
would be the best prediction system. Thus, if a common
regression line using the Verbal composite as the aptitude
measure were used In the prediction of History course grade,
Wizite seniors would be consistently underpredicted on this
critezion while Blaci senioru would bc uuiIbibt eutly
overpredicted.

.Soreign Language

freshmen 1984-85. After collapsing acruL_ t.ain. . 1 Uupt snu
then collapsing across gender groups, the use of the ASVAB Verbal
composite as the aptitude predictor variable showed statistically
significant intercept differences in thn prediction equations for
the two freshmen gender groups. The results showed an R change
of .0 4 (p<.Ol) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison.
Therefore, Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this
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sample. Using this composite as the aptitude predictor variable,
freshmen females would be consistently underpredicted in their
Foreign Language grades if the common regression line were used,
while freshmen males would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

The use of this ASVAE composite score in the equations also
resulted in statistically significant intercept differences in
the prediction equations fol the White, Black and Hispanic ethnic
groups and resulted in an R change of .021 (p<.0l) for the Model
11 vs Model 12 comparison. Therefore, Model 11 would be the best
prediction equation for this sample. Using this composite as the
aptitude predictor variable, White and Hispanic freshmen would be
consistently underpredicted in their Foreign Language grades if
the common regres&ion line were used, while Black freshmen would
be consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were
used.

Freshmen 198-_. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
cthnicity variables in the predicticri equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic etimic group differences were studied
by not including the gender variables in the equations. When tae
model comparisons were made for gender group differences, using
the Verbal composite within the equations, the results showed
statistically significant slops differences between the male and
female regression lines. The R2 change for the Model 7 and Model
a comparison was approximately .008 (p .0l), with Model 7 being
the best prediction equation for this sample's Foreign Language
grade. Thus, the change in the Foreign Language grade per unit
change in the ASVAB Verbal composite was significantly differizit
for rale and female freshmen.

When the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences, using the Verbal composite within the equations, the
results also showed statistically significant slope differenceg
between the White, Black and Hispanic regression 'ines. The R
change for the Model 10 and Model. i1 comparison was approximately
.011 (p<.01), with Model 10 being the best prediction equation
for this sample's Foreign Language grade. Thus, the change in
the Foreign Language grade per unit change in the ASVAB Verbal
composite was significantly different for the:z WlL , black and
Hispanic freshmen.

Dhoores 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
white, , . ..... ;:up differences were studied
by not inzluding the gender variables in the equations. Tne
Verbal prediction equations showed statistically significant
intercept difrerences between the male and female regression
lines. The R ' change for the Mode'. 8 dnd Model 9 comparison was
approximately .080 (p .Ol), with Model 8 being the best
prediction equation for this sample's Foreign Language grade.
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Thuc-, u'3ingi this composite as the aptitude measure, sophomore
females would be tonsistent-ly underpredicted in the.,-.r Foreign
Language grades if the comman regreeion line were used, while
sophomore males would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

When the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences, the use of this Verbal composite in the prediction
equations also resulted in sttitistically significan~ intercept
differences for the ethnic group members. With an R change of
.010o (p.ol0) for the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison, Model 11
would be the best prediction system for these sophooes' Foreign
Language course grade. Again, using this composite as the
aptitude measure, White and Hispanic sophomores would be
con-sistently underpredicted i-. i..rlh 1.r,-&wIqS Ift4:nuags if~~
the common regression line were us-ed, while Black sophomores
would be consistently overpredicted if a common regression line
were used.

Sophomores 1985-86. Using the ASVAB Verbal composite as the
aptitude predictor in the equations showed statistically
significant intercept differences in the prediction eqyton o
the two sophomore gender groups and resulted in an R, change of
.053 (p~s.0i) f~r t%-he Model 8 vs JHcdel 9 comparison. Therefore,
Model 8 would be the best prediction equatio-n for this sample.
Uing this composite sophoraore famale& woulda he consiste-ntl,-y

under-predicted in their Foreign Language grades if the common
regression line were used, while sophomore males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

The use of this ASVAB composite score in the prediction
equations resulted in no statistically significant slope or
intercept differences for the White and Nonwhite ethnic group
members. Thus, Model 12, which contained only the unit vec-tor
and the Verbal composite score in the prediction equation, could
be used in the prediction ot Foreign Language course grades
obtained by sophomores during this school year.

_k.j~rs 1984-85. At first, using this composite ihti
sample, gender d*ifferences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Biacr. and Hiispanic ethnic group differences were zitudin.d
by not including the gender variables in the equations. The use
of the Verbal composite as a predictor measure showed
statistically siynificant intercept 2differences between the male
and female regression lines. The R2 change (p.!.Ol) for the Model
8 and Model 9 comparison was approximately .069, with Model 8
being the best prediction equation for this sample's Foreign
Language grade. Thus, usinq this predictor composite, juinior
females would *.,- consistently underpredicted in their Foreign
Lnguage grades if the common j *r' -~ % used while

junior males would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.
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When the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences, the Verbal predictor composite also resulted in
statistically siqynifivait inLercept differences for the ethnic
group members. The R change f or the Model 11 vs Mocdei 12
comparison was .022 (p-..01); thorefore, Model 1! would be- the
best prediction equation for these juniors' Foreign language
course grade. Using this compo4,;ite White and Hispanic juniors
would be consistently underpredicted in their Foreign Language
grades If the common regressiOnl line were used, while Black
juniors would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

Qinii~J . At first, using this uomposite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not includi.ng

~Lhi~±, 'ri~~"~ 4 tho r'rediction equations. Then, th Whlite
and Hispanic ethnic group differences we~e atudied by not
including the gender variables in the equationis. The Verbal

prediction equations resulted in statisticillly significant
intercept di Eerences between the male and femalle r~r-ressiron
lines. The R change for the Mo®1l 8 and Model 9 comparison was
approximately .038 (pS. 0 i) , wii:h Model 8 being the best
pediction equation for this saiiple's Foreign Language grade.

Thus, using this predictor compo--,te, junior femtales would be
consistently underpredicted in th4o.r Foreign Language grades if
te common reqression line were us-:d, while junior males would be

Conisenty vepreicedif a co;ztatn rersso ino were used.

When testing for ethnic group differences, the use of this
ASVAB composite in the equations resulted in no statistically
significant slope or intercept citferences for the White and
Hispanic ethnic group members. Thus, Model 12, which contained
only the unit vector and the Verbal composite score in the
prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of Foreign
Language course grades obtained by juniors during thise tbchool
year.

Senirs~ i~ At first, using this composite with this
sample, qerider differences wtere investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The Verbal
composite prediction equations resulted in no statiStiCdl*y
significant slope or intercept differences for the gender group
or ethnic group members. Model 9 or Mcdel 12 could be used in
the prediction of Foreign Language course grade for those
individuals.

Sertaand Of iE~Anj9

Junirg 9858§. This sample tested only for White and
.;.:.:tzth~; ~ iiff~branCPr. Usinj the Verbal composite as

te aptit~ude p'redictor variable, the resuits t~-
statsticllysignificant slope or intercept differences for the
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ethnic groups. Thus, Model 12, which contained the unit vector
andtheASVAH Vferbal con-posite, could be us-ed in the prediction
of hiscour.se grade for thokse Juniors.

Seniors 1984-85. This sample tebted only for White and

colposite prediction equations the resulta showed no
statistically significant slope or iamarcapt differances for the
ethnic groups. Thus, Model 12, which contained the unit vector
and the ASVAB Verbal composi 'te, could be used in the prediction

of Secretary and Office course grades obtained by these seniors.

.~ng and Word I-rocessing

Frehf __20A_85 At first, using thi s composite with this
sample, qendr~r dlifferences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic othnic group differences were studied
by not including the fjer~der variables in the equations. The
Verbal prediction equations resulted in Gtdl-istically significant
intercept difterences between the male and female regression
l.ines. The R' change for the Model 8 and Model 9 comparison was
approximately .011 (p<.01), with Model 8 being the best
prediction equation for this sample's Typing grade. Thus, using

thspredictor composite, freshmian femalGs would be consistently
underpredicted in their Typing grades if the common regrcs!sion
line were used, while freshmen males would be consintentiy
overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

When testing for ethnic group differences, the use of this
ASVAR coxtw-.site in the equatioin resulted iii no statistically
significant slope or intercept differences for the White, Black
and Hispanic ethnic group members. Thus, Model 12, which
contained only the unit vector and the Verbal composite score in
the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of
Typing course grades obtained by freshmen during this school
year.

Fresm JLB-985z 6 At first, using th~r. composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the WhitEl
and Hispanic ethnic group differencos -vere studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The Ve-rbal
prediction equations resulted in statistically significant
intercept differences between the miale and female &-egression
lines. The R-' change for the Model 8 and Model 9 comparison was
approximately .025 (p-<.01) , wi'Lh Model 8 being the best
prediction equation for this sample's Typing 1rade. T'hus, using
this predictor composite, freshmen females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Typing grades if the common regression
line were used, while freshmen males would be cor-I tent%!

~ . ~u iia common regression line were used.
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'vhen testing for ethnic. group diffe-rences, the u,-e of thisI
ASVAB compotsite in the equations resultod in no statistically
significant nlope or inteicept dlifert-nt-ev for thie White and
Hispanic ethnic group members. Thus, Model 12. which contained
only the unit vector and the Verbal composite score in the
prediction equation, could 'he used in the prediction ot Typingcourse grades obtained by freshmen during, thsshu>\et

&ovhomore5 1084-85. At first, usinq this compv-te with this
sanple, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the

Write, Black and Hisq.anic ethnic group difference,. iwere studied
ijy nuL 4nidu he -smdvz , v--~i ib ~'s " tl!;C el:-ations. TheI
results again showed statistically sgii-r intercept-di.fferences between the male and female regression lines. The RI-
change for the Model 8 and Model 9 comparison was- approximitely
.038 (p..901) , with Model. 8 being the best prediction equation for
this saMple's Typing JI-dde. Thus, using tai~s predictor
composite, sophomore fenrales would be con~sistently 'trderpredicted
in their Typing grades if the common regression :LJII were used,
while sophomore males would be consistently ovei.~redicted if ai
conanon regression line were used.I Again, when tv-stio fur ethnic group diffexrencos, the iu-se or
this ASVAB composite in the equ-ations re, ulted~ in no

White, BlackanHipncehigrumebr."-u.Mol12

wnic cotaied oly he nitvector and the V. rbl-al composite
score in the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction
cf Tpn olegrades obtained by sophomores durkiiq this school
year.

Sopomoes1985-86. At first, using this comr-site with-I this
samople, gender differences were investigatedi b, not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied Y!. not including
the gender variables in the equations. Us-ng the V, bal
composite aG the aptitude predictor variable, tha re- ilt-- showed
no statistivally significant slope or intercept iif~erences for
the gender group or ethnic group members. Again, Model 9 or 12
could be used in the prediction of Typing course grade fror these
sophomores.

Juniors 1984-85. At first, using t,-his compositc with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by' not inclu~ding

ethictyvariables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
ano Black ethnic group diiierences were studied by not .includtnq
the gender variables ii. the equictions. As in the sophomore 1984-
85 sample, the results showed statistiually sicinificant intercev~i-

differences between the miale and feinale regression 11.hUes. The I
change for the Model 8 and Model 9 comnparison was approxim~ately
.064 (p: .01), with Model 8 being the best prediction equation for
this sam~ple's Typing grade. Thus, using this p- edictor

composite, junior fewales would be consis;tenly underpi-edbcted in
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thoir Typing griadnos if the cclrimon rpqt:nsi on line wcore use'3,
chile nuio mal wul be :,o n s ist eve pro, A._d ita

com~mon regrea~ion Line wo re used.

Aqa-in, when tctiq for ethnic group differe-nces, thc use of
this ASVAB compoite i n thio e qi;t io ns- resul'.1t eda in n o
statistically signific-Ant slope or intA- rcopt diffec-rences for the
White and Black ethnic 9iLoup innmbers. Thus, Model 12, which
contained only the unit. vkector and. the Vertal composite score Ir
the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of
Tlyping course grades obtained by juniors during this school year.

Junicis: -1985-80. At faist, USirny thiAS Co111positte With tlick'
sample, ge_-nder difteronces were invekitigated by notA including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic~ group ditferences, were studied by not
including the gcndrr vo-riables in the equations. A s i n t ht.
pL-evious sample, the results showed statist ically signifticant
i:ntcucert diferences between the male and female rr'gression

lnes.TeP ciange for the Model 8 and Modt-A 9 comtparisonwa
approximnately .0391' (b2. .L, W;tvh 0oe being the best
prediction equation tor this -sa mple's Typing agra de. Thus, usini
this predic-tor ,juiijor fcnmalc;Z Would b'e cornsi-tEll.I~V
u i-,0e n ei e te' in their lyping grades it the Common regrcss-iol
line were~ useCd. while iunior mvalcs -.;ould be C-OIS istent I
overpreditdi a common regression line were used.

Again, when testing fior ethnic group difter-ances, the use of
th s A3VAkD compos ite i n the equations resulted i T no
sCtFtisticall- significant slope or interccept differen-.cs for the
White and Noinwhite ethnic; group members. Thus, :.,odel 12, which
contained onlu tli iinit vector and the Vetb' 1 :orposite score in
tile Prediction equcition, couuld be Ls2 n the prediction of
Typing course gritQec obtained by juniars during this school year. -

$eniors 1984-85. Thiti samiple tiested only foi. ye~ndeir qcup
dif ferences. The Ver-bal composite equations resul ted in1
s;tatistically siyniiicant intercept diticrenc es between. the mile
and female rrgrcUssior lines. Thue R.~ chunge for the Model 0 anti
Model 9 comparison was approximately .026 (p:S.01), with Model 8
beinql the best prediction eq-eation tor this sample's Typing
grade. Thus, using this predictor composite. senior fenales
would be consistently underpredicted in their Trdinq grades it
the conion zegrecc-ion line were used, while senior males would be
ccnnsistently overpiedicteri it a common reciression, line were used.

.norEs 1985-80. Thiis Sample tested only tot genlder grout)
differences. The use of the ASVAB Verbal composite as the
Predi ctor variable showed stat istically s iqni i eant intercept
differences in the pr ediction equations flor the two so)pornore
ycnider qjiou . anud resulted in all P2 change of .046 (p.u)for-
the Model 8 v:Z Model 9 ciqtio. Trvzrefore, Mo~el 8 would be



the best prediction equation for this sample. Using this
composite as the Dredictor variable, L-phowore femalzs would be
consistently underpredicted in their Accounting grades if the
common regression line were used, while sophomore males would be
consistently overprodicted if a common regression line were used.

Juniorsl1984-85. Th.-i sample tested for gender grcu,.
differences. Again, usig the Verbal, composite prediction
equations, the results showed statistically significant intercept
differences in the predicti ?n equations for the two junior gender
grouips and resulted in an R change of .085 (p5.01) for the Model
8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 wvould be the best
prediction equation for this sample. Using this composite as the
predictor variable, junior firiales would be consistently
underpredicted in their Accotinting grades if the common
regression line were tised, while junior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a comamon regression line were used.

Juniors 1985-86. This sample tested tor gender group
differences. As in the previous sample, using the Verbal
composite prediction equations, the results showed statistically
sxqnificant intcycept differences in -.he predicti n equations for
the twc junicr gender groups and resulted in an R cha~nge of .034
(p .0l) for the Model 8 vi Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model8 -ul J. 61 e 1L ic t iPredi Ctlion e C -a t~T JL fo'Ar t14.1 2 samp 1.. . TV z 4 n
this composite as the predictor variable, junior females woul.d be
consistently underpredicted in their Accounting grades if the
common regression line were lised, while junior males would be
consistently over-precicted if a common tegrescion line were used.

Seniors 234-85. Like the junior sample, th's sample tested
for gander group differences. Uising the Verbal composite
prediction equations, the results showed statistically
s~grificant intercept differences in the predic ion equations for
the two gender groups and resulted in an R change of .043
(1i..l) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 cotoparison. Therefore, Model
8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using
this composite as the p :edir-tor variable, senior fema)ev would be
con~sistently underpredicted in their Accounting grader, if the
common regiression line were used, while senior males would be
cornsinfontly nveirp-dic-ted i~f a com-mon regression line were used.

Home Econonics

Freshmenr 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sam~ple, gender d~fferencea; were investigated by not including
L-thnicity variables in the prediction equations4. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied !jy not includirg
the gender variables in the equations. The prediction equat%-ionF,
with the ASVAB Verbal compositiu showedi statirtically signiticant
ii.turcept ditleruiice;-s in the prediction equat~onE for the two
freshlmen gender groups and resulted in: an P;, chalice of . 046
(p<.01) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefure, Model
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8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using
this composite, freshmen females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Home Economics grades if the common
regression line were used, while freshmen males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

When the tests for ethnic group differences were conducted
using the ASVAB Verbal composite, the results showed
statistically significant intercept differences in the prediction
equations for the two ethnic groups. An R2 change of .072
(p.Ol) for the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison was evidenced;
and Model 11 could be used in the prediction of Home Economics
course grade for these freshmen. Using this predictor composite,
freshmen Whites would be consistently underpredicted in their
Home Economics grades if the common regression line were used,
while freshmen Blacks would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

E pMeL@IL 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. Using the
Verbal composite as a predictor variable, the results showed
rtakintiaMly tim-aificant intArcapt differences for these two
freshmen gender groups and resulted in an R2 change of .066
(p<.01) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model
8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample. U.ing
this composite as the aptitude measure, freshmen females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Home Economics grades if the
common regression line were used, while freshmen males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

When the tests for ethnic group differences were conducted
using the ASVAB Verbal composite, the results showed no
statisticilly significant slope or intercept diffecences in the
prediction equations for the two ethnic groups. Model 12 could
be used in the prediction of Home Economics course grade for
these freshmen.

_ophomore 194-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, qenier differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied Ly not
including the gerider variables in the equations. The prediction
equations with the ASVAB Verbal composite showed statistically
significant intercept differences in the prediction equations for
the two gender groups and resulted in an R change of .058
(p<.Ol) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model
8 would ba the best prcdiction equation for this sample. Using
this co::1posite, sophoioore females would be consistently
underpredicteC in their Home Economics grades it the common
regression line were used, whilL sophomore males would be
consistently ov2rpredicted if a common regression line were used.
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When the tests for ethnic group differences were conducted
using the ASVAB Verbal composite, the results showed
statistically significant intercept differences in the prediction
equations for the two ethnic groups. An R2 change of .034
(p<.01) for the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison was evidenced;
and Model 11 could be used in the prediction of Home Economics
course grade for these sophomores. Using this predictor
composite, White sophomores would be consistently underpredicted
in their Home Economics grades if the common regression line were
used, while Nonwhite sophomores would be consistently
overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Sonhomor, U_5-_. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The use of the
Verbal composite prediction equations resulted in statistically
significant intercep% differences for the gender group members
and resulted in an R change of .064 (p:.01) for the Model 8 vs
Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the best
prediction equation for this sample. Using this composite,
sophomore females woula be consistently underpredicted in their
Home Economics grades if the '-3mmon regression line were used,
while sophomore ma]zs would be consibtntly overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

When the tests for ethnic group differences were conducted
using the ASVAB Verbal composite, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences in the
prediction equations for the two ethnic groups. Model 12 could
be used in the prediction of Home Economics course grade for
these sophomores.

Juniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The use of the
Verbal composite prediction equations resulted in statistically
significant intercep differences for the gender group members
and resulted in an RS change of .028 (p<.0l) for the Model 8 vs
Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the best
prediction equation for this sample. Using this composite,
junior females would be consistently underpredicted in their Home
Economics grades if the common regression line were used, while
junior males would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

When the tests for ethnic group differences were conducted
using the ASVAB Verbal composite, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences in the
prediction equations for the two ethnic groups. Model 12 could
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be used ir. the prediction of Home Economics course grade for
these juniors.

Juniors 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity va tiables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differe ices were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. Again, this
sample, using the Verbal composite equations, resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences for the gender
group members. An R change of .103 (p:.Ol) lor the Model 8 vs
Model 9 comparison was evidenced; therefore, Model 8 would be the
best prediction equation for this sample. Using this predictor
conposite junior females would be consistently underpredicted in
their Home Economics grades if the common regression line were
used, while junior males would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

When the tests for ethnic group differences were conducted
using the ASVAB Verbal composite, the results indicated no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences in the
prediction equations for the two ethnic groups. Model 12 could
be used in the prediction of Home Economics course grade for
these juniors.

Seniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sampie, 9 ,du L diffe oes wexe investigated by not including

ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. As in the
junior 1985-86 sample, the Verbal composite equations resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences for the gender
group members. An R change of .038 (p:.Ol) was obtained for the
Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison; therefore, Model 8 would be the
best prediction equation for this sample. Using this composite
senior females would be consistently underpredicted in their Home
Economics grades if the common regression line were used, while
senior males would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

The tests for ethnic group differences were conducted using
the ASVAB Verbal composite, and the Lesults showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences in the
prediction eqaations for the two ethnic groups. Model 12 could
be used in the prediction of Home Economics course grade for
these seniors.

Computer Programming

1 ophomcres 1985-86. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. Using the Verbal composite as a predictor variable,
the results showed statistically significant intercept
dixferenceE for the gender group members. An R change of .077
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(p<.01) was obtained for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison;
therefore, Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this
sample. Using this composite sophomore females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Computer Programming grades
if the common regression line were used, while sophomore males
would be consistently overpredicted if a common regression line
were used.

Juniors 1984-85. Like the sophomore sample, this sample
tested only for gender group differences. Again, the Verbal
composite equations resulted in no statistically significant
slope or intercept differences for the gender groups. Thus,
Model 9, which contained the unit vector and the ASVAB Verbal
composite, could be used in the prediction of Computer
Programming course grades obtained by juniors for this year.

Juniors 19§5-86. Collapsing across the ethnic groups, the
m-)del comparisons tested for gender group differences. Using the
Verbal predictor composite, the results showed statistically
significant intercept differences in the predictin equations for
the two junior gender groups and resulted in an R change of .100
(p .01) for the Mudel 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model
8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using
this compusite junior females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Computer Programming grades if the common
regression line were used, while junior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Seniors 1984-85. As in the previous Computer Programming
samples, this sample tested for gender group differences. The
Verbal composite prediction equations resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender groups. Thus, Model 9, which contained the unit vector
and the ASVAB Verbal composite, could be used in the prediction
of Computer Programming course grades obtained by seniors for
this year.

Table 6. Sunmtery of Equity Findings for Prediction of High Schoot
Course Grades by Verbat High School CopoIte

Course Sex Ethnicity see[thnlcity

English I-IV
Fresh 84-85 S NS I
Fresh 85-86 1 E WS
Sooh &-85 S E MS
Smph 85-86 E MS
Jr 84-85 S E NS
Jr 85-86 S E MS
Sr 84-tS I E NS

RM. MS a Not signific nt; I I Intercept differences; S = Slope
difference; E a Equitable t"t, no significant slope or intercept
differences found; MT - Not tested due to saiett saWple sizes.
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TabLeh (Contirvued)

____________ sex______ Ethnicity Sex*EtvnlcltY

Freom 84-55 E E M
Sq* 84-U I E MS
Saol 5-86 IE NS
Jr 94-85 E E MS
Jr 5-86 N s
tr 845 11us

Algebra
Froth 84-05 IIV
Fresh 5-86 I N S
soph 84-85 " . S
sagh 5-86 u s
Jr 84-85 E u s
Jr 85-66 f f u
S r 84-85 1 E I

fresh e5-86 E E MS
Scpi 84-85 E liA

800h 85-86 1 S us
Jr 84-85 E E NS
Jr SS-46 E MS
Sr $4-85 C. E US

Caculus
Jr 85-86 E T N'S

Genrarl Science
Fresh 84-85 WE itsI
Fresh a5-86 E E i.
Soph 84-85 1 E MI;
Soph 85-86 E E Ml;
Jr 84-85 I N3
Jr 85-86 E 11"
Sr 84-85 O T Ms

II oL 0ev
Froth 94-65 E E MS
Fresh 83-86 I E MS
Soph 84-85 W S I
soph 85-86 E u s
Jr 84-85 1 N S
Jr 85-86 1XT MS
Sr 84-85 1 W S

Chimistry
fresh 85-86 E MT P

Iop M48 T
So 85-86 IT MT

Jr 84-85 1 I S
Jr 85-86 1 E us
Sr IM-85 E E us

Phfaicl
Jr 85-86 1 MT MS
S5r 84-85 1 NT MS

N!;. MS Not significant; I Intercept differences; S xSlope
differences; E a Equjitable test, no migriificatet stope or Intercept
differen found; NT a No tetited due to mmmlL sample sizes.
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Tobto 6. (Conctuded)

Course Sex Ethnicity ox*Ethniclty

Governmnt
Fresh 84-45 E NT NS
Soph 84-85 E T MS
Soh 5-86 N 9 MS
Jr 84-8s E MS
Jr 85-86 E I MS
Sr F4-85 E E MS

History
Fresh 84-85 1 1 MS
Fresh 8S-86 I E MS
too 84-85 I I MS
So 8-36 S NIS
Jr 84-85 E WS

! Jr 85-86 iE NS
1 Sr 84-as t N S

Foreign Langfu*e
Fresh 84-85 1 i MS
Fresh 85-86 S S NS
SoPh 84-85 1 1 MS
Soph 85-86 1 E MS
Jr 84-85 I I MS
Jr 85-86 1 F uS
Sr 84-85 E E MS

Secretary &Ofc
Jr 85-16 NT MS
Sr &-85 MT NS

lyping
Fresh 84-85 I E MS
Fresh 85-86 1 E IS
Soph 84-85 1 E Ils
Soph 85-86 E E MS
Jr 84-85 1 E NS
Jr 85-86 I E MS
Sr 84-85 1NT NS

Account i ng

Sooh 85-86 1 MT NS
Jr 84-85 I MT MS
Jr 85-86 1 NT NS
Sr 84-85 I MT MS

Hom Economics
Fresh 84-85 1 1 MS
Fresh 85-86 1 E MS
Sopt 84-85 1 1 NS
soph 85-86 1 E WS
Jr 84-85 I E MS
Jr 85-86 E 1 MS
Cr 84-85 ! E Mt

Computer ",rogram
Soph 85-86 I MT NS
Jr 84-85 E I T MS
Jr 8s-66 I NT MS
S: 84-85 E NT MS

ta,b MS - Not significant; i Intercept differences; S = Slope
aifferences; E a Equitable test, no significant stope or intercept
differences found; MT a Not tested due to saitl SmoLe sizes.
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Math High School Composite

English I - IV

Freshmen 1984-85. The use of this composite resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences in the prediction
equations for the gender groups, with an R change of .032
(p<.00Cl) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model
8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using
the Math composite as the predictor variable, freshmen females
would be consistently underpredicted in their English grades if
the common regression line were used, while freshmen males would
be consistently overpredicted if a cotmon regression line were
used.

Using this ASVAB composite score, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
White, Black and Hispanic sophomores, which were the ethnic
groups defined in the prediction equations. Thus, Model 12,
which contained only the unit vector and the Math composite score
in the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of
English course grade for these freshmen.

Freshmen 1985-86. This composite showed statistically
significant intercept differences in the prediction eauations for
the two freshmen gender groups and resulted in an P change of
.032 (p<.001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore,
Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample.
Using the Math composite as the predictor variable freshmen
females would be consistently underpredicted in their English
grades if the common regression line were used, while freshmen
males would be consisten'1y overpredicted if a common regression
line were used.

When the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences, using this ASVAB composite resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences among
the White, Black and Hispanic regression lines. Thus, Model
12, which contained only the unit vector and the Math composite
score in the prediction equation, could b;. uzed in the prediction
of English course grade for these freshmen.

Sophomores 1984-85. When the model comparisons were made for
gender group dirferences, using the Math composite resulted in
statistically significant slope differences between the male and
female regression lines. The R change for the Model 7 and Model
a comparison was approximately .004 (p .001), with Model 7 being
the best prediction equation for this groups English grade.
Thus, the change in the English grade per unit change in the
ASVAB Math composite was significantly different for this year's
sophomore males and females.

77



Using the Math composite score ai' the aptitude measure
resulted in no statistically signif47 ,U slope or intercept
differences for White, Black and Hicr .. ophomores which were
the ethnic groups defined in the r. ,,tion equations. Thus,
Model 12, which contained only tt W.Ait vector and the Math
composite score in the prediction equation, could be used in the
prediction of English course grade for these sophomores.

Sophomores 1985-86. The model comparisons for gender group
differences using the Math composite showed statistically
significant intercept differences between the male and female
regression lines, with Model 8 as the prediction equation to be
used for this sample. The R2 change for the Model 8 and Model 9
comparison was approximatily .004 (p<.001). Thus, using the Math
composite as the predictor variable sophomore females would be
consistently underpredicted in their English grades if the common
regression line were used, while sophomore males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Using the Math composite score as the aptitude measure also
resulted in statistically significant intercept differences for
White, Black and Hispanic sophomores, which were the ethnic
groups defined in the prediction equations. The R2 change for
the Model 11 and Model 12 comparison was approximately .014
(p .001), with Model 11 being the best prediction equation for
this sample. Thus, using the Math composite as the predictor
variable White and Hispanic sophomores would be consistently
underpredicted in their English grades if the common reqression
line were used, while Black sophomores would be consistently
overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Juniors 1984-85. When the model comparisons were made for
gender group differences using the Math high school composite,
the results showed statistically significant intercept
differences between the male and female regression lines, with
Model 8 as the prediction equation to be used for this sample.
The R2 change for the Model 8 and Model 9 comparison was
approximately .004 (p .001). Thus, using the Math composite as
the predictor variable junior females would be consistently
underpredicted in their English grades if the common regression
line were used, while junior males would be consistently
overpredicted if a commuo regression line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score as the aptitude predictor
variable resulted in no statistically significant slope or
intercept differences for White, Black and Hispanic juniors.
Thus, Model 12, which contained only the unit vector and the Math
composite score in the prediction equation, could be used in the
prediction of English course grade for these individuals.

Juniors 1985-86. As in the 1984-85 school year, using the
Math composite in the equations showed statistically significant
intercept differences between the male and female regression
lines. The R change for the Model 8 and Model 9 comparison was
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approximately .008 (p.0O01), with Model 8 being the best
prediction equation for English grade. Again, using the Math
composite as the predictor variable junior females would be
consistently underpredicted in their English grades if the common
regression lint were used, while junior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Again, using the Math composite score resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
ethnic groups, with this sample including only White, Black and
Hispanic individuals. Thus, Model 12, which contained only the
unit vector and the Math composite score in the prediction
equation, could be used in the prediction of English course grade
for these juniors.

Seniors 1984-85. The ASVAB Math composite as the aptitude
predictor showed statistically significant intercept differences
in the prediction2 equations for the two senior gender groups and
resulted in an R change of .030 (p:.001) for the Model 8 vs
Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the best
prediction equation for this sample. Using the Math composite as
the aptitude predictor variable senior females would be
consistently underpredicted in their English grades if the common
regression line were used, while senior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score in the equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group members. Model 12
could be used in the prediction of English course grades obtained
by seniors during this school year.

General Math

Freshmen 1984-85. This sample, using the Math high school
composite score as the aptitude predictor variable, resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the gender group members or the White, Black and Hispanic ethnic
group members. Models 9 or 12, containing only the unit vector
and the Math composite score in the prediction equation, could be
used in the prediction of General Math course grade for these
freshmen.

Freshmen 1985-8§. For this sample, the results also showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender group members or the White and Black ethnic group members.
Again, Models 9 or 12, containing only the unit vector and the
Math composite score in the prediction equation, could be used in
the prediction of General Math course grade for these freshmen.

ophomores _1984-5. This sample also resulted in no
statistically sicnificant slope or intercept differences for the
gender group members or the White, Black and Hispanic ethnic
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group members. Models 9 or 12, which contained only the unit
vector and the Math composite score in the prediction equation,
could be used in the prediction of General Math course grades
obtained during this year by sophomores.

SophOmores 1985-U. This sample, using the Math composite in
the equations, showed statistically significant intercept
differences between the male and female gender subgroups. with
an R change of .034 (p<.001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9
comparison, Model 8 would be the best prediction system. Thus,
if a common regression line using the Math composite were used in
the prediction of General Math course grade, female sophomores
would be consistently underpredicted on the criterion while male
sophomores would be consistently overpredicted.

The results also showed no statistically significant slope or
intercept differences between the White and Black ethnic group
members regression lines. Thus, Model 12, containing the unit
vector and the Math composite score, could be used iii predicting
General Math course grade for these individuals.

Juniors 1984-85. In this 1984-85 sample, using the Math high
school composite score as the aptitude predictor variable, the
results showed no statistically significant slope cr intercept
differences for the gender group members or the White and Black
ethnic group members. Thus, Models 9 or 12, which contained only
the unit vector and the Math composite score in the prediction
equation, could be used in the prediction of General Math course
grades obtained in 1984-85 by juniors.

Juniors 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. Using the Math composite
as the aptitude predictor variable resulted in no statistically
significant slope or intercept differences for the gender group
or ethnic group members. Thus, Models 9 or 12, containing the
unit vector and the Math composite score, could be used in
predicting General Math course grade for these individuals.

Saniors 1984-D5. At first, using this composite with thia

sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. The results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender group or ethnic group members. Again, Model 9 or Model 12
could be used in the prediction of General Math course grades
obtained in 1984-85 by seniors.
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Freshmen 1284-85. Using the ASVAB Math composite as the
predictor variable, the results showed statistically significant
intercept differences n the prediction equations for the two
gender groups with an R change of .041 (p .001) for the Model 8
vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the best
prediction equation for this sample. Using this composite,
freshmen females would be consistently underpredicted in their
Algebra grades if the common regression line were used, while
freshmen males would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score in the equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differbnces for
the ethnic group members, which in this simple were defined as
White and Nonwhite. Thus, Model 12, which contained only the
unit vector and the Math composite score in the prediction
equation, could be used in the prediction of Algebra course grade
for freshmen during this school year.

Freshmen 1985-86. With the Math composite as the aptitude
measure the results showed statistically significant intercept
differences in the prediction equatiops for the two gender
groups. These comparisons resulted in R change of .037 (p:.001)
for the Model 8 vs Model 9 tests. Therefore, Model 8 would be
the best prediction equation for this sample. Using this
composite, freshmen females would be consistently underpredicted
in their Algebra grades if the common regression line were used,
while freshmen males would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score in the equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the ethnic group members, which in this sample were defined as
White and Nonwhite. Thus, Model 12, which contained only the
unit vector and the Math composite score in the prediction
equation, could be used in the prediction of Algebra course grade
for freshmen during this school year.

Sophomores 1984-85. In this 1984-.q5 sample, using the Math
high school composite score as the aptitude predictor variable,
the results showed statistically significant intercept
differenFes for the gender group members. These tests resulted
in an R change of .023 (p..001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9
comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the best prediction
equation ftr this sample. Using this composite, sophomore
females would be consistently underpredicted in their Algebra
grades if the common regression line were used, while sophomore
males would be consistently overpredicted if a common regression
line were used.
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Using this ASVAB composite score in the equations resultld in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the ethnic group members, which in this sample were defined as
White and Nonwhite. Thus, Model 12, which contained only the
unit vector and the Math composite score in the prediction
equation, could be used in the prediction of Algebra course grade
for sophomores during this school year.

Sophomores 1985-86. In this sample, using the Math higb
school composite, the results a.so showed statistically
significant intercept differe1ces for the gender group members.
These tests resulted in an R change of .Olt (p .001) for the
Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the
best prediction equation for this sample. Using this composite,
sophomore females would be consistently underpredicted in their
Algebra grades if the common regression line were used, while
sophomore males would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

Using the Math composite as the predictor resulted in no
statistically significait slope or intercept differences for the
White and Nonwhite ethnic group members. Thus, Model 12, which
contained only the unit vector and the Math composite score in
the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of
Alebra course grades obtained in 1985-86 by sophomores.

Juniors 1984-85. In this 1984-85 sample, using the Math high
school composite score as the aptitude predictor variable, the
results showed statistically significant intercept difference
for the gander group members. These tests resulted in an R
change of .035 (pS.001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison.
Therefore, Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this
sample. Using this composite, junior females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Algebra gT@des if 0,e common
regression line were used, while junior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score in the equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the ethnic group members, which in this sample were defined as
White and Black. Thus, Model 12, which contained only the unit
vector and the Math composite score in the prediction equation,
could be used in the prediction of Algebra course grade for
juniors during this school year.

Juniors 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
sthnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
end Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. Using the Math
c*3mposite as the aptitude predictor resulted in no statistically
significant slope or intercept differences for the gender group
cr ethnic group members. Again, Model 9 or Model 12 could be
used in the prediction of Algebra course grade for these juniors.
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Seniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gende variables in the equations. Using the Math
composite in the eqiations resulted in statistically significan
intercept differences for the gender group members. With an R
change of .034 (p<.Ol) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison,
Model 8 would be the best prediction system for these senior&.
Using this composite, senior females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Algebra grades if the common regression
line were used, while senior males would be consistently
overpredic-ced ii -1 common r~gression line were used.

Using this AFVAB composite score in the equations resulted in
no statistically si-nificant slope or intercept differences for
the ethnic group members, which in this sample were defined as
White and Nonwhite. Thus, Model 12 could be used in the
prediction of Algebra course grades obtained by seniors in the
1984-85 schocl year.

Geometry

Ereshmen 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, B)ack and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not :.ncluding the gender variables in the equations. Using
the Math composite in the prediction equations resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender group or ethnic group members. Thus, Model 9 or 12 could
be used in the prediction of Geometry course grades obtained by
freshmen in the 1985-86 school year.

Sophomore. 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the gender variables in the equations. Using
the Math composite in the equations resulted in statistically
significaint intercept differences for the gender group members.
With an R 2 change of .011 (p<.01) for the Model 8 vs Model 9
comparison, Model 8 would be the best prediction system for these
sophomores. Using this composite, sophomore females would be
consistently underpredictcd in their Geometry grades if the
common regression line were used, while sophomore males would be
consA.stently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

As in the Freshmen sample, using the Math composite resulted
in no statistically significant slope of intercept differences
for the three ethnic groups. Model 12 could be used in the
prediction of Geometry course grade for .... sophomores.
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oPhomors1At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not incluclng
the gender variables in the equations. With the Math composite
as the aptitude measure, the results showed statistically
significant intercept differences for the gender group members.
With an R2 change of .018 (p .01) for the Model 8 vs Model 9
comparison, Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for
Geometry course grade for these sophomores. Using this
composite, sophomore females would be consistently underpredicted
in their Geometry grades if the common regression line were used,
while sophomore males would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

When th model comparisons were mdde for ethnic qro,-ip
differences, using the Math composite within the equations," the
results showed statistically significant intercept 2 differences
between the White and Black regression lines. The R change for
the Model 11 and Model 12 comparison was approximately .042
(p<.01), with Model 11 being the best prediction equation for
this sample's Geometry grade. Thus, White sophomores would be
c.nsistently underpredicted in their Geometry grades if the
common regres ion line were used, whili Black sophomores would be
consistently overpredicted if a ccmmoz regression line were used.

Juniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigatec by nrt incluaing
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, ti: White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. With the Math
composite a. t.e aptitude measure, the results showed
statistically significant intercept differences for the gender
group members. With an R2 change cf .018 (p5.01) for the Model 8
vs Model 9 comparison, Model 8 would be the besc prediction
equation for Geometry course grade for the5e juniors. Using this
ccmposite, junior females would be consistently underpredicted in
their Geometry grades if the co"mon regression line were used,
while junior males would be consistently overpredicted if a
common ragressio line were used.

When the tests were conducted for ethnic group differences
using the Math predictor composite, the results showed no
statistically significant slope of intercept differences tor the
ethnic group members. Model 12 could be used in the prediction
of Geometry course grade for these juniors.

juniors 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. As in ome of
the other Germetry samples, usin- the Math composite in the
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prediction equations resulted in no statistically significant
slope or intercept differences for the gender group members.
Model 9 could be used in the prediction of Geometry course grade
for these junioza.

When the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences, using the Math composite, the results showed
statistically significant intercept differences between the White
and Nonwhite regression lines. The R change for the Model 10
and Model 11 comparison was approximately .069 (p..01), with
Model 10 beinq the best prediction equation for this sample's
Geometry grade. Thus, the change in Geometry grade per unit
change in the Math composite was sign'ficantly different for
White and Nonwhite juniors.

eniors 1984-85. At first, using this coaposite with tiis
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equ;.tions. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. In this sample,
the Math composite equations resulted in no statistically
significan, slope or intercept differences for the gender group
or ethnic group members. Again, Model 9 or Model 12 could be
used in the prediction of Geometry course grades for these
seniors.

calculus

_Uli 1 -. This was the only Calculus sample which
possessed more than 50 cases, and only gender group differences
were tested. The Math composite, as the predictor variable,
resulted in no statistically significant slope cr intercept
differences for the gender group members. Model 9 could be used
in the prediction of Calculus course grades for these
individuals.

hreshien 1984-8k. Using the Math high school composite with
this sample, the results showed no statistically significant
differences between the Model 2 vs Model 4 comparison. Model 4
included the unit vector, the Math composite scoie, ani the sex
by ethnicity two-way interaction predictor variables, with
ethnicity membership being defined as White, Black and Hispanic.
With Model 4 as the best predicticn equation for this sample's
General Science grade, no differential validity was evidenced for
the et:,nicity by Math score two-way interaction variables or the
sex by Math score two-way interaction variables.

Ereghmen 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variaDles in tba predict.o- equations. Then, the White
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and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. Using the Math composite
as the aptitude predictor variable resulted in no statistically
significant intercept differences for the gender group members.
Model 9, which contained the unit vector and the Math composite
score, could be used in the prediction of General Science course
grades obtained by freshmen in 1985-86.

When the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences, using the Math composite, the results showed
statistically significant intercept2differences between the White
and Black regression lines. The R change for the Model 10 and
Model 11 comparison was approximately .031 (p<.01), with Model 10
being the best prediction equation for this sample's General
Science grade. Thus, the change in General Science grade per
unit change in the Math composite was significantly different for
White and Black freshmen.

Sophomores 1984-85. In this 1984-85 sample, using the Math
high school composite score as the aptitude predictor variable,
the results showed statistically significant intercept
differenFes for the gender group members. These tests resulted
in an R change of .035 (pS.001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9
comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the best prediction
equation for this sample. Using this composite, sophomore
females would be consistently underpredicted in their General
Science grades if the common regression line were used, while
sophomore males would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

Using this ASVAB compogite score in the equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the ethnic group members, which in this sample were defined as
White and Nonwhite. Thus, Model 12, which contained only the
unit Nrector and the Math composite score in the prediction
equation, could be used in the prediction of General Science
course grade for these sophomores during this school year.

Sophomores 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity ,ariables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. Again, using the Math
composite as the aptitude aptitude measure resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender group members. Model 9 could be used in the prediction of
General Science course grade for these sophomores.

When the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
aitferences, using the Math composite, the results showed
statistically significant intercept differeaices between the White
and Black regression lines. The R2 change for tite Model J.1 and
Model 12 comparison was approximately .044 (p .01), with Model 11
being the best prediction equation for this sample's General
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Science grade. Thus, using this composite, White sophomores
would be consistently underpredicted in their General Science
grades if the common regression line were used, while Black
sophomores would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

Juniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences wer3 studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. Using the Math composite
within the prediction equation resulted in no statistically
significant slope or intercept differences for the gender group
members. Again, Model 9 could be used in the prediction of
General Science course grade for these Juniors.

With the Math composite as the aptitude measure, the results
showed statistically significant intercept differences for the
two ethnic subgroups. With an R2 change of .071 (p<.01) for the
Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison, Model 11 would be the best
prediction equation for General Science course grade for these
juniors. Using this composite, White juniors would be
consistently underpredicted in their General Science grades if
the common regression line were used, while Black juniors would
be consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were
used.

Juniors 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. This Math
composite prediction equation resulted in no statistically
significant slope or intercept differences for the gender group
or ethnic group members. Thus, Modei 9 or 12 could be used in
the prediction of General Science course grades obtained by
juniors in 1985-86.

Seniors 1984-85. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. Using the Math composite equation resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender groups. Thus, Model 9, which contained the unit vector
and the ASVAB Math composite, could be used in the prediction of
General Science course grade for these seniors.

Biology I - 11

Freshen 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. This Math
composite equation also resulted in no statistically significant
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slope or intercept differences for the gender group or ethnic
group members. Again, Model 9 or 12 could be used in the
prediction of Biology course grades obtained by freshmen in 1984-
85.

Freshmen 1985-86. The use of this composite resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences in the prediction
equations for the two freshmen gender groups, with an R change
of .028 (pl.001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison.
Therefore, Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this
sample. Using the Math composite as tha predictor variable,
freshmen females would be consistently underpredicted in their
Biology grades if the common regression line were used, while
freshmen males would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
White and Black freshmen, which were the ethnic groups defined in
the prediction equations. Thus, Model 12, which
contained only the unit vector and the Math composite score in
the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of
Biology course grade for these freshmen.

Sophomores 1984-85. The use of this composite with this
sample also resulted in statistically significant inteicept
differences in the preliction equations for the two freshmen
gender groups, with an R change of .018 (p..001) for the Model 8
vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the best
prediction equation for this sample. Using the Math composite as
the predictor variable, sophomore females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Biology grades if the common regression
line were used, while sophomure males would be consistently
overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

When the tests for ethnic group differences were conducted
using the Math composite as the predictor composite, the results
showed statistically significant intercept differences in the
prediction equati5ns for the White, Black and Hispanic ethnic
groups, with an R change of .008 (pS.001) for the Model 11 vs
Model 12 comparison. Therefore, Model 11 would be the best
prediction equation for this sample. Using the Math composite as
the predictor variable, Black and Hispanic sophomores would be
consistently underpredicted in their Biology grades if the common
regression line were used, while White sophomores would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Sophomores 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigatc. by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equa A ns. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group diffeLLnes were studied
by not including the gender variables in the equations. These
tests resulted statistically significant intercept differences
between the gender group members and an R change of .044 (p:.01)
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for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would
be the beat prediction equation for this sample. Using this
composite, sophomore females would be consistently underpredicted
in their Biology grades if the common regression line were used,
while sophomore males would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score in the equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the three ethnic groups. Thus, Model 12, which contained only
the unit vector and the Math composite score in the prediction
equation, could be used in the prediction of Biology course grade
for these sophomores during this school year.

Juniors 1984-85. The use of this composite resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences in the2 prediction
equations for the two junior gender groups, with an R change of
.033 (pS.O01) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore,
Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample.
Using the Math composite as the predictor variable, junior
females would be consistently underpredicted in their Biology
grades if the common regression line were used, while junior
males would be consistently overpredicted if a common regression
line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
!Ihite and Nonwhite juniors, which were the ethnic groups defined
in the prediction equations. Thus, Model 12, which contained
only the unit vector and the Math composite score in the
prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of Biology
course grade 'Aor these juniors.

Juniors 1985-86. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. Using the Math composite as the predictor variable
resulted in statistically significant slope differences for the
gender groups. With an R change of .031 (pS.01) for the Model 7
vs Model 8 comparison, Model 7 would be the best prediction
equation of Biology course grade for these juniors. Thus, the
change in the Biology grade per unit change in the Math high
school composite was significantly different for male and female
freshmen.

Seniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender diffevences were investigated by not including
ethniclty variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. The use of this Math
composite in the equations resulted in statistically significant
intercept differences for the gender and two ethnic group
members. With R2 changes of .024 and .066 (p5.01) for the Model
8 vs Model 9 and the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparisons, Models 8
and 11 would be the best prediction equations for these seniors.
Using this composite, senior females would he consistently
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underpredicted in their Biology grades if the common regression
line were used, while senior males would be consistently
overpredicted if a common regression line were used. Conversely,
if a common regression line using the Math composite as the
aptitude measure were used in the prediction of Biology course
grade, White seniors would be consistently underpredicted on this
criterion while Black seniors would be consistently
overpredicted.

Chemistry I - II

Freshmen 1985-86. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. Using the Math composite in the equations, the
results showed no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences for the gender groups. Thus, Model 9, which
contained the unit vector and the ASVAB Math composite, could be
used in the prediction of Chemistry course grades obtained by
freshmen in this year.

Sophomores 1984-85. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. Again, with the Math composite in the equations,
the results showed no statistically significant slope or
intercept differences for the gender groups. Model 9 could be
used in the prediction of Chemistry course grades obtained by
these sophomores.

Sophomores 1985-86. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. Using the Math composite as the predictor variable,
the results indicated statistically signifcant intercept
differences for the gender groups. With an R change of .044
(p..01) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison, Model 8 would be
the best prediction system of Chemistry course grade for these
sophomores. Using this composite, sophomore females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Chemistry grades if the
common regression line were used, while sophomore males would be
consistently overpredicted if a commc- regression line were used.

Junior 1984-85. At first, using t) .'omposite with this
sample, gender differences were invest +. Ld by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The use of this
Math composite in the equations resulted in statistically
significant intercept differences for the gender group members.
With R change of .048 (p .0l) for the Model 8 vs Model 9
comparison, Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for
these juniors. Using this composite, junior females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Chemistry grades if the
common regression line were used, while junior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
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White and Nonwhite juniors, which were the ethnic groups defined
in the prediction equations. Thus, Model 12, which contained
only the unit vector and the Math composite score in the
prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of Chemistry
course grade for these juniors.

Juniors 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The use of thiscomposite resulted in statistically significant intercept
differences in the prediction equations for the two junior gender
groups, with an R change of .074 (pS.01) for the Model 8 vs
Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the best
prediction equation for this sample. Using the Math composite as
the predictor variable, junior females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Chemistry grades if the common regression
line were used, while junior males would be consistently
overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score, the results again showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
White and Nonwhite juniors, which were the ethnic groups defined
in the prediction equations. Thus, Model 12, which contained
only the unit vector and the Math composite score in the
prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of Chemistry
course grade for these juniors.

Seniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. Using the Math
composite, the results showed no statistically significant slope
or intercept differences for the gender or White and Nonwhite
ethnic group members. Model 9 or 12 could be used in the
prediction of Chemistry course grades obtained by seniors during
this school year.

P hvsls I - II

Junio=s 1985-86. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. The use of this composite resulted in statistically
significant intercept differences in the prediction equations for
the two junior gender groups, with an R change of .041 (p:E.01)
for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would
be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using the Math
composite as the predictor variable, junior females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Physics grades if the common
regression line were used, while junior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.
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Seniors 1984-8-_. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. The Math composite equations again resulted in
statistically significant intercept differenees for the gender
groups. An R2 change of .037 (p .01) for the Model 8 vs Model 9
comparison was evidencedi therefore, Model 8 would be the best
prediction equation for thio barjie. Usi&-,, the Mati& cump.-site as
the predictor variable, senior females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Physics grades if the common regression
line were used, while senior males would be consistently
overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Government and Civics

Freshmen 1984-85. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. The Math composite prediction equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the gender groups. Thus, Model 9, which contained the unit
vector and the ASVAB Math composite, could be used in the
prediction of Government course grades obtained by freshmen for
this year.

Sophomore 1984-85. This sample also tested only for ;,nder
group differences. Using the Math composite as the predictor
variable, the results showed statistically significant intercept
differences for the qenier groups. An R- change of .038 (pS.01)
for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison was evidenced; therefore,
Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample.
Using the Math composite as the predictor variable, sophomore
females would be consistently underpredicted in their Government
grades if the common regression line were used, while sophomore
males would be consistently overpredicted if a common regression
line were used.

Sophomores 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The use of this
Math composite in the equations resulted in statistically
significant intercept ifferences for the gender and two ethnic
group members. With R changes of .028 and .021 (p:.01) for the
Model 8 vs Model 9 and the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparisons,
Models 8 and 11 would be the best prediction equations for these
sophomores. Using this composite, sophomore femaleb would be
consistently underpredicted in their Government grades if the
common regression line were used, while sophomore males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.
Conversely, if a common regression line using the Math composite
as the aptitude measure were used in the prediction of Government
course grade, White sophomores would be consistently
underpredicted on this criterion while Hispanic sophomores would
be consistently overpredl.cted.
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Juniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gendnr vra!ebleo, in the eacuatinns. However, the
use of this Math composite in the equations resulted in
statistically significalt intercept differences for only the
gender subgroup. With R change of .020 (ps.01) for the Model 8
vs Model 9 comparison, Model 8 would be the best prediction
equation for these juniors. Using this composite, junior females
would be consistently underpredicted in their Government grades
if the common regression line were used, while junior males would
be consistently overpredicted if a common regi jssion line were
used.

Using this ASVAB composite score, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
White and Nonwhite juniors, which were the ethnic groups defined
in the prediction equations. Thus, Model 12, which contained
only the unit vector and the Math composite score in the
prediction equation, could be used 4.n the prediction of
Government course grade for these juniors.

Juniors 1985-86. This sample, using the Math high school
composite score as the aptitude predictor variable, resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences for the gender
group members. With an R2 change of .030 (p5.001) for the Model
8 vs Model 9 comparison, Model 8 was the best prediction equation
for this sample. Using this composite, junior females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Government grades if the
common regression line were used, while junior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
White and Black juniors, which were the ethnic groups defined in
the prediction equations. Thus, Model 12, which contained only
the unit vector and the Math composite score in the prediction
equation, could be used in the prediction of Government course
grade for these juniors.

Seniors 1984-85. Similav to the previous samples, this
sample, using the Math composite score as the aptitude predictor
variable, resulted in no statistically significant slope or
intercept differences for the gender group members or the White
and Black ethnic group members. Again, Models 9 or 12, which
contained only the unit vector and the Math composite score in
the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of
Government course grades for these seniors.

93



Fresimen 1284-B-5. The use of the ASVAB Math composite as the
aptitude predictor variable showed statistically significant
intercept differences in tne prediction equations for the two
freshmen gender groups and resulted in an R change of .031
(pS.001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model
8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using
this composite as the predictor variable, freshmen females would
be consistently underpredicted in their History grades it the
common regression line were used, while freshmen males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

The use of this 4SVAB composite in the equations resulted in
no statistically signifinant slope or intercept differences for
the White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group members. Thus, Model
12, which contained only the unit vector and the Math composite
score in the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction
of History course grades obtained by fi% ahmen during this school
year.

Freshmen 1985-86. This sample, using the Math high school
composite score as the aptitude predictor variable, resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences in the prediction
eguations for the two freshmen gender groups and resulted in an
R change of .008 (p<.001) for the Model 9 vs Mode! 9 comparison.
Therefore, Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this
sample. Using this composite as the predictor variable, freshmen
females would be consistently underpredicted in their History
grades if the common regression line were used, while freshmen
males would be consistently overpredicted if a common regression
line were used.

The use of this ASVAB composite in the equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope o- intercept differences for
the White and Black ethnic group members. Thus, Model 12, which
contained only the unit vector and thA Math composite score in
the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of
History course grades obtained by freshmen during this school
year.

Sophomores 1984-8 . Using the Math high school composite
score as the aptitude predictor variable, the results showed
statistically significant intercept differences in the prediction
eguations for the two sophomore gender groups and resulted in an
R change of .016 (pc.001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison.
Therefore, Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this
sample. Using this composite as the predictor variable,
sophomore females would be consistently underpredicted in their
History grades if the common regression line were used, while
sophomore males would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.
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Again, the use of this ASVAB composite in the equation3
resulted in no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences for the White and Black ethnic group members. Thus,
Model 12, which contained only the unit vector and the Math
composite score in the prediction equation, could be used in the
prediction of History course grades obtained by sophomores during
this school year.

Sophomores 1985-86. The use of this composite resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences in the prediction
equations for the gender groups, with an R2 change of .032
(p:.001) for the Model E vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model
8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using
the Math composite as the predictor variable, sophomore females
would be consistently underpredicted in their History grades if
the common regression line were used, while sophomore males would
be consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were
used.

Using this ASVAB composite score, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
White, Black and Hispanic sophomores, which were the ethnic
groups defined in the prediction equations. The R2 change for
the Model 10 and Model 11 comparison was approximately .008
(p:.001), with Model 10 being the best prediction equation for
this sample. Thus, the change in History grade per unit change
in the Math composite was significantly different for White,
Black and Hispanic sophomores.

Juniors 1984-85. Like the 1985-86 freshmen sample, this
sample, using the Math high school composite score as the
aptitude predictor variable, resulted in statistically
significant intercept differences in the predicti n equations for
the two junior gender groups and resulted in an R change of .031
(pl.001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model
8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using
this composite as the predictor variable, junior females would be
consistently underpredicted in their History grades if the common
regression line were used, while junior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

The use of this ASVAB composite in the equations resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences for the White and
Black ethnic group members. An R2 change of .009 (p:.001) for
the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison was evidenced. Therefore,
Model 11 would be the best prediction equation for this sample.
Using this composite as the predictor variable, White juniors
would be consistently underpredicted in their History grades if
the common regression line were used, while Black juniors wouild
be consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were
used.
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Jun-iors 190586. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. Using the Math high
school composite score as the aptitude predictor variable, the
results showed statistically significant slope differences in the
prediction equations for the two junior gender groups and
resulted in an R change of .018 (pS.01) for the Model 7 vs Model
8 comparison. Therefore, Model 7 would be the best prediction
equation for this sample. Thus, the change in the History grade
per unit change in the Math high school composite was
significantly different for freshmen males and females.

Again, the use of this ASVAB composite in the equations
resulted in no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences for the White and Black ethnic group members. Thus,
Model 12, which contained only the unit vector and the Math
composite score in the prediction equation, could be used in the
prediction of History course grades obtained by juniors during
this school year.

Seniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. The use of the Math
composite in the prediction equations resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender group members. Model 9 could be used in the prediction of
History course grade for these seniors.

Statistically significant intercept differences esulted
between the White and Black ethnic subgroups. With an R change
of .030 (pS.01) for the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison, Model 11
would be the best prediction system. Thus, if a common
regression line using the Math composite as the aptitude measure
were used in the prediction of History course grade, White
seniors would be consistently underpredicted on this criterion
while Black seniors would be consistently overpredicted.

Foreign La&nS age

Freshmen-1984-85. After collapsing across ethnic groups and
then collapsing across gender groups, the use of the ASVAB Math
composite as the aptitude predictor variable showed statistically
significant intercept differences in the prediction equat .ons for
the two freshmen gender groups. The results showed an R change
of .052 (po01) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison.
Therefore, Model 8 would be the best prediction ecuation for this
sample. Using this composite as the aptitude predictor variable,
freshmen females would be consistently underpredicted in their
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Foreign Language grades if the common regression line were used,
while freshmen males would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

The use of this ASVAB composite score in the equations also
resulted in statistically significant intercept differences in
the prediction equations fo5 the White, Black and Hispanic ethnic
groups and resulted in an R change of .013 (p.s.01) for the Model
11 vs Model 12 comparison. Therefore, Model 11 would be the best
prediction equation for this sample. Using this composite as the
aptitude predictor variable, White and Hispanic freshmen would be
consistently underpredicted in their Foreign Language grades if
the common regression line were used, wkile Black freshmen would
be consistently overpredicted if a comraon regression line were
used.

Freshmen 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the gender variables in the equations. When the
model comparisons were made for gender group differences, using
the Math composite within the equations, the results showed
statistically significant intercept differences between the Liale
and female regression lines. The R2 change for the Model 8 and
Model 9 comparison was approximately .043 (p..01), with Model 8
being the best prediction equation for this sample's Foreign
Language grade. Thus, freshmen females wauld be consistently
underpredicted in their Foreign Language grades if the common
regression line were used, while freshmen males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

When the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences, using the Math composite within the equations, the
results showed no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences between the White, Black and Hispanic regression
lines. Mode. 12, which contained only the unit vector and the
Math composite score in the prediction equation, could be used in
the prediction of Foreign Language course grades obtained by
freshmen during this school year.

SoDhomores 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the gender variables in the equations. The Math
prediction equations showed statistically significant intercept
differences between the male and female regression lines. The R'
change for the Model 8 and Model 9 comparison was approximately
.079 (pS.01), with Model 8 being the best prediction equation for
this sample's Foreign Language grade. Thus, using this composite
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as the aptitude measure, sophomore females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Foreign Language grades if the common
regression line were used, while sophomore males woild be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression linu were used.

When the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences, the use of this Math composite in the prediction
equations also resulted in statistically significanS intercept
differences for the ethnic group members. With an R change of
.009 (pi.01) for the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison, Model 11
would be the best prediction system for these sophomores' Foreign
Language course grade. Agair, using this composite as the
aptitude measure, White and Hispanic sophomores would be
consistently underpredicted in their Foreign Language grades if
the common regression line were used, while Black sophomores
would be consistently overpredicted if a common regression line
were used.

Soohomores 1985-86. Using the ASVAB Math composite as the
aptitude predictor in the equations showed statistically
significant intercept differences in the prediction ec~iations for
the two sophomore gender groups and resulted in an R change of
.062 (p'z.01) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore,
Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample.
Using this composite sophomore ferales would be consistently
underpredicted in their Foreign language grades if the common
regression line were used, while sophonore males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

The use of this ASVAB composite score in the prediction
equations resulted in no statistically significant slope or
intercept differences for the White and Nonwhite ethnic group
members. Thus, Model 12, which contained only the unit vector
and the Math composite score in the prediction equation, could be
used in the prediction of Foreign Language course -rades obtained
by sophomores during this school year.

Juniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not inclueing
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the gender variables in the equations. The use
of the Math composite as a predictor measure showed statistically
significant intercept di Verences between the male and female
regression lines. The R change for the Model 8 and Model 9
comparison was approximately .082 (pS.01), with Model 8 being the
best prediction equation for this sample's Foreign Language
grade. Thus, using this predictor composite, junior females
would be consistently underpredicted in their Foreign Language
grades if the common regression line were used, while junior
males would be consistently overpredicted if a common regression
line were used.
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When the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences, the Math predictor composite resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differencet fcr tne
ethnic group members. Nodel 12 could be used in the p:e," 4.on
of Foreign Language course grades obtained by juniors duriroy this
school year.

Juniors 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The Math
prediction equations resulted in statistically significant
intercept di Yerences between the male and female regression
lines. The R change for the Model 8 and Model 9 comparison was
approximately .048 (p5.01), with Model 8 being the best
prediction equation for this sample's Foreign Language grade.
Thus, using this predictor composite juniur femalej would be
consistently underpredicted in their Foreign Language grades if
the common regression line were used, while junior males would be
consistently overpredIcted if a common regression line were used.

When testing fcr ethnic group differences, the use of this
ASVAB componite in the equations resulted in no statistically
significant slope or intercept differences for the White and
Hislanic ethnic group members. Thus, Model 12, which contained
only the unit vector and the Math coxposite score in the
prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of Foa.eign
Language course grades obtained by juniors during this school
year.

Seniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differencis were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equatioab. Then, the White
and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The Math
compoEsite prediction equations resulted in no statistically
significant slope or intercept differences for the gender group
or ethnic group members. Models 9 or 12 could be used in the
prediction of Foreign Language course grade for these
individuals.

Secretary and Office Education

Juniors 198-8. This sample tested only fur White and
Nonwhite ethnic group diffe,nces. Using the Math composite as
the aptitude predictor variable, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
ethnic groups. Thus, Model 12, which contained the unit vector
and the ASVAB Math composite, could be used in the prediction of
this course grade for these juniors.
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Seniors 1984-85. This sample a3so tested only for White and
Nonwhite ethnic group difference,. Again, using the Math
composite prediction equations the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
ethnic groups. Thus, Model 12, which contained the unit vector
and the ASVAB Math composite, could be used in the prediction of
Secretary and Office course grades obtained by these seniors.

Tvping and Word Processing

Freshmen 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the gender variables in the equations. The Math
prediction equations resulted in statistically significant
intercept diqerences between the male and female regression
lines. The R change for the Model 8 and Model 9 comparison was
approximately .013 (pS.01), with Model 8 being the best
prediction equation for this sample's Typing grade. Thus, using
this predictor composite, freshmen females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Typing grades if the common regression
line were used, while freshmen males would be consistently
overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

When testing for ethnic group differences, the use of this
ASVAB composite in the equations resulted in no statistically
significant slope or intercept differences for the White, Black
and Hispanic ethnic group members. Thus, Model 12, which
contained only the unit vector and the Math composite score in
the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of
Typing course grades obtained by freshmen during this school
year.

Freshmen 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The Math
prediction equations resulted in statistically significant
intercept di!ferences between the male and female regression
lines. The R change for the Model 8 and Model 9 comparison was
approximately .029 (p..01), with Model 8 being the best
prediction equation for this sample's Typing grade. Thus, using
this predictor composite, freshmen females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Typing grades if the common regression
line were used, while freshmen males would be consistently
overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

When testing for ethnic group differences, the use of this
ASVAB composite in the equations resulted in no statistically
significant slope or intercept differences for the White and
Hispanic ethnic group members. Thus, Model 12, which containeO
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only the unit vector and the Math c.omposite score in the
prediction equation, could be used in the predic'tion of Typing
course grades obtained by freshmen during this school year.

Sophomores 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the gender variables in the equations. The
results again showed statistically significant intercept
differences betwee, the male and female ragression lines. The R
change for the Model 8 and Model 9 comparison was approximately
.042 (p<.01), with Model 8 being the best prediction equation for
this sample's Typing grade. Thus, using this predictor
composite, sophomore females would be consistently underpredicted
in their Typing grades if the common regression line were used,
while sophomore males would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

Again, when testing for ethnic group differences, the use of
this ASVAB composite iri the equations resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group members. Thus, Model 12,
which contained only the unit vector and the Math composite score
in the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of
Typing course grades obtained by sophomores during this school
year.

§bmr,2 es 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. Using the Math composite
as the aptitude predictor variable, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender group or ethnic group members. Again, Model 9 or 12 could
be used in the prediction of Typing course grade for these
sophomores.

J nirs 1V34-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. As in the sophomore 1984-
85 sample, the results showed statistically significant intercept
differences between the male and female regression lines. The R
change for the Model 8 and Model 9 comparison was approximately
.063 (p<.01), with Model 8 being the best prediction equation for
this sample's Typing grade. Thus, using this predictor
composite, junior females would be consistently underpredicted in
their Typing grades if the common regression line were used,
while junior males would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.
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Again, when testing for ethnic group differences, the use of
this ASVAB composite in the equations resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
White and Black ethnic group members. Thus, Model 12, which
contained oriy the unit vt 'tor and tfbe ha th composite score in
the prediction equation, ;oull be useu in the prediction of
Typing course grades q' aiiad bi juniorpt du,*ing this school year.

Juniors 1985-86. .: first, thin9 this composite with this
sample, gender differences re .Lnv9'Frtigff*r-d by not including
ethnicity variables it the p.-. *&on equati% .s. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic; gr up .,arences wre'e tudied by not
including the gender va .uibir IL*, the equations. As in the
previous sample, the re ,kltn to., ct&'.istically significant
intercept differences bnt.ween ,'he '%mi c - fevr t regression
lines. The R4 change foz the .Ael 8 rid ;odel i .mparison was
approximately .036 (p<. u1;, , ith P being the best
prediction equation for this samwle' IT, ing .#"ade. Thus, using
this predictor composite, jur.o.a.r fenaltii woujd be consistently
underpredicted in their Typir, gr.-des if the common regression
line were used, while Junior uales wr ld be consistently
overpredicted if a common regLeassion line ware used.

Again, when testing for & nnic group differences, the use of
this ASVAB composite in the equations resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
White and Nonwhite ethnic group members. Thus, Model 12, which
contained only the unit vector and the Math composite score in
the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of
Typing course grades obtained by juniors during this school year.

Seniors 1934-85. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. The Math composite equations resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences between the male
and female regression lines. The R change for the Model 8 and
Model 9 comparison was approximately .033 (pS.01), with Model 8
being the best prediction equation for this sample's Typing
grade. Thus, using this predictor composite, senior females
would be consistently underpredicted in their Typing grades if
the common regression line were used, while senior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Accounting and Bookkeepin

&QphQ -.Qre 1985-86. Th!.&b sample tested only for gender group
differe-nces. The use of the ASVAB Math composite as the
predictor variable showed statistically significant intercept
differences in the prediction equations for the two sophomore
gender groups and resulted in an R2 change of .049 (p<.Ol) for
the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore3, Model 8 would be
the best prediction equation for this sample. Using this
composite as the predictor variable, sophomore females would be
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consistently underpredicted in their Accounting grades if the
common regression line were used, while sophomore males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Juniors 1984-85. This sample tested for gender group
differences. Again, using the Math composite prediction
equations, the results showed statistically significant intercept
differences in the prediction equations for the two junior gender
groups and resulted in an R change of .093 (pS.01) for the Model
8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the best
prediction equation for this sample. Using this composite as the
predictor variable, junior females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Accounting grades if the common
regression line were used, while junior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Juniors 1985-86. This sample tested for gender group
differences. A3 in the previous sample, using the Math composite
prediction equations, the results showed statistically
significant intercept differences in the predicti n equations for
the two junior gender groups and resulted in an R change of .038
(ps.01) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model
8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using
this composite as the predictor variable, junior females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Accounting grades if the
common regression line were used, while junior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Seniors 1984-85. Like the junior sample, this sample tested
only for gender group differences. Using the Math composite
prediction equations, the results 4howed statistically
significant intercept differences in the prediction equations for
the two gender groups and resulted in an R change of .037
(p<.0l) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model
8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using
this composite as the predictor variable, senior females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Accounting grades if the
common regression line were used, while senior males would be
consistently overpreaicted if a common regression line were used.

Hom~e Economics

Freshmen 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. ThenA, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. The prediction equations
with the ASVAB Math composite showed statistically significant
intercept differences in the prediction equat ions for the two
freshmen gender groups and resulted in an R, change of .047
(p,.01) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model
8 would be the best prediction equation for this samPle. Using
this composite, freshmen females would be consistently
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underpredicted in their Home Economics grades if the common
regression line were used, while freshmen males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

When the tests for ethnic group differences were conducted
using the ASVAB Math composite, the results showed statistically
significant intercept differences in the prediction equations for
the two ethnic groups. An R change of .074 (ps.01) for the
Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison was evidenced; and Model 11 could
be used in the prediction of Home Economics course grade for
these freshmen. Using this predictor composite, freshmen Whites
would be consistently underpredicted in their Home Economics
grades if the common regression line were used, while freshmen
Blacks would be consistently overpredicted if a common regression
line were used.

Freshmen 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. Using the Math
composite as a predictor variable, the results showed
statistically significant intercept differenc s for these two
freshmen gender groups and resulted in an P' change of .060
(p<.01) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model
8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using
this composite as the aptitude measure, freshmen females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Home Economics grades if the
common regression line were used, while freshmen males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

When the tests for ethnic group differences were conducted
using the ASVAB Math composite, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences in the
prediction equations for the two ethnic groups. Model 12 could
be used in the prediction of Home Economics course grade for
these freshmen.

Sophomore 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The prediction
equations with the ASVAB Math composite showed statistically
significant intercept differences in the prediction equations for
the two gender groups and resulted in an Rz change of .052
(p<_.O1) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model
8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using
this composite, sophomore females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Home Economics grades if the common
regression line were used, while sophomore males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.
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When the tests for ethnic group differences were conducted
using the ASVAB Math composite, the results showed statistically
significant intercept differenzes in the prediction equations for
the two ethnic groups. An R change of .040 (p .01) for the
Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison was evidenced; and Model 11 could
be used in the prediction of Home Economics course grade for
these sophomores. Using this predictor composite, White
sophomores would be consistently underpredicted in their Home
Economics grades if the common regression line were used, while
Nonwhite sophomores would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

Sophomores 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The use of the
Math composite prediction equations resulted in statistically
significant intercepS differences for the gender group members
and resulted in an R change of .057 (p .01) for the Model 8 vs
Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the best
prediction equation for this sample. Using this composite,
sophomore females would be consistently underpredicted in their
Home Economics grades if the common regression line were used,
while sophomore males would be consistently overpredicted if d
common regression line were used.

When the tests for ethnic group differences were conducted
using the ASVAB Math composite, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences in the
prediction equations for the two ethnic groups. Model 12 could
be used in the prediction of Home Economics course grade for
these sophomores.

Juniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The use of the
Math composite prediction equations resulted in statistically
significant intercepS differences for the gender group members
and resulted in an R change of .028 (p .01) for the Model 8 vs
Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Mode]. 8 would be the best
prediction equation for this sample. Using this composite,
junior females would be consistently underpredicted in their Home
Economics grades if the common regression line were used, while
junior males would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

When the tests for ethnic group differences were conducted
using the ASVAB Math composite, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences in the
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prediction equations for the two ethnic groups. Model 12 could
be used in the prediction of Home Economics course grade for
these juniors.

Juniors 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. Again, this
sample, using the Math composite equations, resulted in
statistically signifIcant intercept differences for the gender
group members. An R change of .113 (p:.0l) for the Model 8 vs
Model 9 comparison was evidenced; therefore, Model 8 would be the
best prediction equation for this sample. Using this predictor
composite junior females would be consistently underpredicted in
their Home Economics grades if the common regression line were
used, while junior males would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

When the tests for ethnic group differences were conducted
using the ASVAB Math composite, the results indicated no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences in the
prediction equations for the two ethnic groups. Model 12 could
be used in the prediction of Home Economics course grade for
these juniors.

Seniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. As in the
junior 1985-86 sample, the Math composite equations resulted in
statistically signifSicant intercept differences for the gender
group members. An R change of .043 (p .01) was obtained for the
Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison; therefore, Model 8 would be the
best prediction equation for this sample. Using this composite
senior females would be consistently underpredicted in their Home
Economics grades if the common regression line were used, while
senior males would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

The tests for ethnic group differenaces were conducted using
the ASVAB Math composite, and the results showed no statistically
significant slope or intercept differences in the prediction
equations for the two ethnic groups. Model 12 could be used in
the prediction of Home Economics course grade for these seniors.

comDuter Programming

Sophomores 1985-86. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. Using the Math composite as a predictor variable,
the results showed statistically significant intercept
differences for the gender group members. An R change of .069
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(pS. 01) was obtained for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison;
therefore, Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this
sample. Using this composite sophomore females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Computer Programming grades
if the common regression line were used, while sophomore males
would be consistently overpredicted if a common regression line
were used.

Juniors 1984-85. Like the sophomore sample, this sample
tested for gender group differences. Again, the Math composite
equations resulted in no statistically significant slope or
intercept differences for the gender groups. Thus, Model 9,
which contained the unit vector and the ASVAB Math composite,
could be used in the prediction of Computer Programming course
grades obtained by Juniors for this year.

Juniors 1985-86. Collapsing across the ethnic groups, the
model comparisons tested for gender group differences. Using the
Math predictor composite, the results showed statistically
significant intercept differences in the predicti n equations for
the two junior gender groups and resulted in an R2 change of .105
(p<.O1) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model
8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using
this composite junior females would be consistently
underpredicted in their computer Programming grades if the common
regression line were used, while junior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Seniors 1984-85. As in the previous Computer Programming
samples, this sample tested for gender group differences. The
Math composite prediction equations resulted in no statistically
significant slope or intercept differences for the gender groups.
Thus, Model 9, which contained the unit vector and the ASVAB Math
composite, could be used in the prediction of Computer
Programming course grades obtained by seniors for this year.

TabLe 7. $mry of Equity Findings for Prediction of Nigh School
Course Grades by Math High School Co posite

Course Sex Ethnicity Sex*Ethniclty

Engtish I-IV
Fresh 84-85 I E NS
Fresh 85-86 1 E MS
Soph 84-85 S E MS
Soph 85-86 1 NS
Jr 84-85 I E WS
Jr 85-86 1 E NS
Sr 84-85 1 E WS

Note. NS a Not significant; I • Intercept differences: S a Slope
differences; E a EquitabLe test, no significant slope or intercept
differemces fourd; MT a Not tested due to saeL smpte sizes.
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TablL. (Continued)

Course Sex Ethnlclty Sex*Ethnicity

General Rath
Fresh 84-85 E E uS
Fresh 85-86 E E NS
Soph 84-5 E E NS
Soph 85-86 I E N$
Jr 64-15 E I is
Jr a5-6 E I S
Sr 84-85 E E WS

Atgebra
Fresh 84-55 I E NS
Fresh 85-86 1 E WS
Soph 84-85 1 E NS
Soph 85-86 1 E NS
Jr 84-5 E NS
Jr 85-86 E E NS
Sr 84-85 1 E NS

Geometry
Fresh 85-86 E E NS
Soph 84-85 I E NS
Soph 85-86 1 1 NS
Jr 64-85 I E NS
Jr 85-86 E S MS
Sr 84-85 E E NS

Calculus
Jr 65-86 E NT NS

Genterat Science
Fresh 84-85 MS MS I
Fresh 85-86 E S WS
soph 84-85 1 E MSsoph 85-86 F I MS

Jr 84-85 E I MS
Jr 85-86 E E MS
Sr 84-85 NT MS

iaLogy
Fresh 84-85 E E MS
Fresh 85-86 i E MS
Sophl 84-85 1 1 MS
Soph 85-86 1 E WS
Jr 84-85 1 E WS
Jr 85-86 S MT WS
Sr 84-85 I t NS

Chemistry
Fresh 85-86 E NT MS
Soph 64-85 E MT MS
Soph 85-86 I MT WS
Jr 84-85 1 E MS
Jr 85-86 1 E "S
Sr 84-85 E E MS

Physics
Jr 85-86 I MT NS
Sr 84-85 1 NT MS

M[I.. NS a Not significant; I Intercept differences; S * SLope
differences; E w Equitable test, no significant stope or intercept
differences found; NT v Not tested due to emit sample sizes.
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T..IbL.. (Conctuded)

- -_________-I- I
Course %XEthnicity S~x*Ethnicity

Goveorumnt
Fresh 84-85 E NT MS
Soph 84-85 1 NT NS
Sopit 85-86 1 W S
Jr 84-85 E N S
Jr 85-86 E N S
Sr 84-85 E E NS

History
Fresh 84-85 E W S
Fresh 85-86 E W S
Soph 54-85 E N S
Soph 85-86 S W S
Jr 84-85 11 MS
Jr 85-86 S E WS
Sr 84-85 E N S

foreign Language
Fresh 84-85 N S
fresh 85-86 E N S
Soph 84-85 11 MS
Soph 85-86 1 W S
Jr 84-85 E N S
jf- 85-86 E W S
Sr 8"-85 E E us

Secretary &Of e
Jr 85-86 MT E MS

Sr 84-85 MT E MS

Typing
Fresh 84-815 1 E MS
Fresh 85-86 IE MS
Soph 84-85 E W S
Soph 85-86 E E we
Jr 84-85 I E MS
Jr 85-86 1 E WS
Sr "4-85 I XT MS

AccounttI ng
Soph 85-56 1 I MT MS
Jr 84-85 MT MS
Jr 85-86 N1 M S
Sr 84-85 N T MS

Hiome Economics
Fresh 84-85 1 S
Fresh 85-86 E N S
Soph 84-85 I I S
Itoph 85-86 IE MS
Jr 84-85 E W S
Jr 85-86 E W S
Sr 84-85 E N S

Computer Progra
Soph 85-86 1 MT MS
Jr 84-85 E NT MS
Jr 85-86 1 MT NS
Sr 84-85 E MT MS

Mote. MS a Mat significant; I Intercept differences; S =SLope

differences; E a Equitable test, no significant slope or intercept
differences foundi; MT a Not tested due to smlL suipLe sizes.
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Mechanical and Crafts Hiah School Composite

English I - IV

Freshmen 1984-85. When the model comparisons were made for
gender group differences, using the Mechanical high school
composite resulted in statistically significant slope differences
between the male and female regression lines. The R change for
the Model 7 and Model 8 comparison was approximately .007
(p<.O01), with Model 7 being the best prediction equation for
this groups English grade. Thus, the change in the English grade
per unit change in the ASVAB Mechani cal composite was
significantly different for this year's freshmen males and
females.

Using the Mechanical composite score as the aptitude measure
resulted in no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences for White, Black and Hispanic freshmen which were the
ethnic groups defined in the prediction equations. Thus, Model
12, which contained only the unit vector and the Mechanical
composite score in the prediction equation, could be used in the
prediction of English course grade for these freshmen.

Freshmen 1985-86. This composite showed statistically
significant intercept differences in the prediction ecations for
the two freshmen gender groups and resulted in an R change of
.032 (p<.001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore,
Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample.
Using the Mechanical composite as the predictor variable freshnen
females would be consistently underpredicted in their English
grades if the common regression line were used, while freshmen
males would be consistently overpredicted if a common regression
line were used.

When the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences using this ASVAB composite, the results showed
statistically significant intercept differences Omong the White,
Black and Hispanic regression lines. With an RZ change of .009
(p<.001) for the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison, Model 11 would
be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using the
Mechanical composite as the predictor variable White freshmen
would be consistently underpredicted in their English grades if
the common regression line were used, while Black freshmen would
be consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were
used. The Hispanic freshmen regression line appeared tc be at an
equal distance between the White and Black regression lines.

qpohomores 1984-85. When the model comparisons were made for
gender group differences, using the Mechanical composite resulted
in statistically significant slope lifferences between the male
and female regression lines. The R change for the Model 7 and
Model 8 comparison was approximately .015 (p<.001), with Model 7
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being the best prediction equation for this groups English grade.
Thus, the change in the English grade per unit change in the
ASVAB Mechanical composite was significantly different for this
year's sophomore males and females.

When the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences using this ASVAB composite, the results showed
statistically significant intercept differences Ymong the White,
Black and Hispanic regression lines. With an R change of .008
(p<.001) for the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison, Model 11 would
be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using the
Mechanical composite as the predictor variable White and Hispanic
freshmen would be consistently underpredicted in their English
grades if the common regression line were used, while Black
freshmen would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

Sophomores 1985-86. When the model comparisons were made for
gender group differences, using the Mechanical composite resulted
in statistically significant slope ifferences between the male
and female regression lines. The R change for the Model 7 and
Model 8 comparison was approximately .012 (p<.00i), with Model 7
being the best prediction equation for this group's English
grade. Thus, the change in the English grade per unit change in
the ASVAB Mechanical composite was significantly different for
this year's sophomore males and females.

Using the Mechanical composite score as the aptitude measure
also resulted in statistically significant intercept differences
for White, Black and Hispanic sophomores, which weri the ethnic
groups defined in the prediction equations. The R change for
the Model 11 and Model 12 comparison was approximately .022
(p:.001), with Model 11 being the best prediction equation for
this sample. Thus, using the Mechanical composite as the
predictor variable White and Hispanic sophomores would be
consistently underpredicted in their English grades if the common
regression line were used, while Black sophomores would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Juniors 1984-85. When the model comparisons were made for
gender group differences, using the Mechanical composite resulted
in statistically significant slope ifferences between the male
and female regression lines. The R change for the Model 7 and
Model 8 comparison was approximately .013 (p<.001), with Model 7
being the best prediction equation for this group's English
grade. Thus, the change in the English grade per unit change in
the ASVAB Mechanical composite was significantly different for
these junior males and females.

Using the Mechanical composite score as the aptitude measure
also resulted in statistically significant intercept differences
for White, Black and Hispanic sophomores, which weri the ethnic
groups defined in the prediction equations. The R change for
the Model 11 and Model 12 comparison was approximately .011
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(p:.001), with Model I! being the best prediction equation for
this sample. Thus, using the Mechanical composite as the
predictor variable White and Hispanic juniors would be

- -consistently underpredicted in their English grades if the common
regression line were used, while Black juniors would be
consiEtently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Juniors 1985-86. As in the 1984-85 school year, using the
Mechanical ccap,'site in the equations resulted in statistically
significant slope diffe ences between the male and female
regression lines. The R change for the Model 7 and Model 8
comparison was approximately .014 (pc.001), with Model 7 being
the best prediction equation for this group's English grade.
Thus, the change in the English grade per unit ,ohange in the
ASVA3 Mechanical composite was significantly different for these
junior males and females.

Using the Mechanical composit score resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
ethnic groups, with this sample including only White and Black
individuals. Thus, Model 12, which contained only the unit
vector and the Mechanical composite score in the prediction
equation, could be used in the prediction of English course grade
for these juniorr.

Seniors 1984-85. The ASVAB Mechanical composite as the
aptitude predictor showed Latistically significant slope
differences in the prediction equations for the two senior gender
groups and resulted in an R2 change of .009 (p..001) for the
Model 7 vs Model 8 comparison. Therefore, Model 7 would be the
best prediction equation for this sample. The change in the
English grade per unit change in the ASVAB Mechanical composite
was significantly different for these senior males and females.

Using this ASVAB composite score in the equations resulted in
no stotistically significant slope or interce-t differences for
ti e Viita, Black and Hispanic ethnic group members. Model 12
could be used in tie prediction of English course grades obtained
by seniors during this school year.

Freshmen 1984-8. This sample, using the Mechanical high
achool composike score as the apt-itude predictor variable, shiwed
statistically significant inteL'cept differences in the prediction
eruations for tiie two freshmen gender groups and resulted in an
R change of .021 (p .001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison.
Therefore, Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this
sample. Using the Mechanical compositu as the predictor variable
freshmen females would be consistently underpredizted in their
General Math grades if the common regression line were used,
while treshmen males wou.d be consistently ovwrprodicted if a
common regression line we:e used.
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Using this composite in the prediction equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the gender group members or the White, Black and Hispanic ethnic
group members. Model 12, containing only the unit vector and the
Mechanical composite score in the prediction equation, could be
used in the prediction of General Math course grade for these
freshmen.

Freshmen 1985-. For this sample, the results also showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender group members or the White and Black ethnic group members.
Models 9 or 12, containing only the unit vector and the
Mechanical composite score in the prediction equation, could be
used in the prediction of General Math course grade for these
freshmen.

Sohomores 1984-85. This sample also resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender group members or the White, Black and Hispanic ethnic
group members. Models 9 or 12, which contained only the unit
vector and the Mechanical composite score In the prediction
equa !on, could be usel in the prediction of General Math course
grades obtained during this year by sophomores.

pophomores 1985-86. This sample, using the Mechanical
composite in the equations, showed statistic.ll significant
intercept differencey between the male and female gendor
subgroups. With an R change of .059 (p..001) for the Model 8 vs
Model 9 comparison, Model 8 would be the best prediction system.
Thus, if a common regression line using the Mechanical composite
',ere used in the prediction of General Math course grade, female
sophomores would be consistently underpredicted on the criterion
while male sophomores would be consistently overpredicted.

The results also showed no statistically significant slope or
intercept differences between the White and Black ethnic group
members regression lines. Thus, Model 12, containing the unit
vector and the Mechanical composite score, could be used in
predicting General Math course grade for theme individuals.

Juniors 1984-85. In this 1984-85 sample, using the Mechanical
high school composite score as the aptitude predictor variable,
showed statistically significant intercept difZSerences between
the male and female gender subgroups. With ani R change of .044
(p<.001) for the Mudel 8 vs Model 9 comparison, Model 8 would be
the best prediction system. Thus, if a common regression line
using the Mechanical composite were used in the prediction of
Ganer&l Math course grade, female juniors would be consistently
underpredicted on the criterion while male )uritors would be
corsistently cverpredicted.
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When the ethnic group differences were investigated using this
composite, the results showed no statistically significant slope
or intercept differences for the White and Black ethnic group
members. Thus, Model 12, which contained only the unit vector
and the Mechanical composite score in the prediction equation,
could be used in the prediction of General Math course grades
obtained in 1984-85 by juniors.

Juniors 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. Using the Mechanical high
school composite score as the aptitude predictor variable, showed
statistically significant intercept diff!rences between the male
and female gender subgroups. With an R change of .061 (p .01)
for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison, Model 8 would be the best
prediction system. Thus, if a common regression line using the
Mechanical composite were used in the prediction of General Math
course grade, female juniors would be consistently underpredicted
on the criterion while male juniors would be consistently
overpredicted.

Using the Mechanical composite as the aptitude predictor
variable resulted in no statistically significant slope or
intercept differences for the ethnic gr-?p members. Thus, Model
12, containing the unit vector and the Mechanical composite
score, could be used in predicting General Math course grade for
these individuals.

Smnis 19.4-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by riot including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. The results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender group or ethni.c group members. Again, Models 9 or 12
could be used in the prediction of General Math course grades
obtained in 1984-85 by seniors.

Freshmen 1964-85. Using the ASVAB Mechanical composite as the
predictor variable, the results Lhowed statistically significant
intercept differences for the gender group members. With an R
change of .074 (p<.OC1) for the Model 8 and Model 9 comparison,
Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this samuple.
Using this composite, freshmen females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Algebra grades if a common regression
line were used while freshmen males would be consistently
overpredicted if a common regrassion line were used.
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Using this ASVAB composite score in the equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the ethnic group members, which in this sample were defined as

--White and Nonwhite. Thus, 12, which contained only the unit
vector and the Mechanical composite score in the prediction
equation, could be used in the prediction of Algebra course grade
for freshmen during this school year.

Freshmen 1985-86. With the Mechanical composite as the
aptitude measure the results showed statistically significant
intercept differences in the prediction equations for the two
gender groups. These comparisons resulted in R changes of .083
(pS.001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 tests. Therefore, Model 8
would be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using
this composite, freshmen females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Algebra grades if the common regression
line were used, while freshmen males would be consistently
overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score in the equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the ethnic group members, which in this sample were defined as
White and Nonwhite. Thus, Model 12, which contained only the
unit vector and the Mechanical composite score in the prediction
equation, could be used in the prediction of Algebra course grade
for freshmen during this school year.

Soghomores 1984-85. In this 1984-85 sample, using the
Mechanical high school composite score as the aptitude predictor
variable, the results showed statistically significant intercept
differenFes for the gender group members. These tests resulted
in an R change of .023 (p:.001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9
comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the best prediction
equation for this sample. Using this composite, sophomore
females would be consistently underpredicted in their Algebra
grades if the common regression line were used, while sophomore
males would be consistently overpredicted if a common regression
line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score in the equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the ethnic group members, which in this sample were defined as
White and Nonwhite. Thus, Model 12, which contained only the
unit vector and the Mechanical composite score in the prediction
equation, could be used in the prediction of Algebra course grade
for sophomores during this school year.

Soohomorels 1985-8k In this vample, using the Mechanical high
school composite, the results also showed statistically
significant intercept differe5ces for the gender group members.
These tests resulted in an R change of .042 (p:.O01) for the
Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the
best prediction equation for this sample. Using this composite,
sophomore females would be consistently underpredicted in their
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Algebra grades if the common regression line were used, while
sophomore males would be cr'nsistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

Using the Mechanical composite as the predictor resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
White and Nonwhite ethnic group members. Thus, Model 12, which
contained only the unit vector and the Mechanical composite score
in the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of
Algebra course grades obtained in 1985-86 by sophomores.

J3uniors 1984-85. In this 1984-85 sample, using the Mechanical
high school composite score as the aptitude predictor variable,
the results showed statistically significant intercept
differenFes for the gender group members. These tests resulted
in an R change of .062 (p_.001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9
comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the best prediction
equation for this sample. Using this composite, Junior females
would be consistently underpredicted in their Algebra grades if
the common regression line were used, while junior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score in. the equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the ethnic group members, which in this sample were defined as
White and Black. Thus, Model 12, which contained only the unit
vector and the Mechanical composite score in the prediction
equation, could be used in the prediction of Algebra course grade
for juniors during this school year.

Juniors 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. Using the ASVAB
Mechanical composite as the predictor variable, the results
showed statistically significant slope differences in the
prediction equations for the two gender groups with an R2 change
of .024 (p<. 01) for the Model 7 vs Model 8 comparison.
Therefore, Model 7 would be the best prediction equation for this
samp.e. The change in the Algebra grade per unit change in the
ASVAB Mechanical composite was significantly different for these
junior males and females.

Using the Mechanical composite as the aptitude predictor
resulted in no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences for the two ethnic groups. Model 12 could be used in
the prediction of Algebra course grade for these juniors.
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Seniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. Using the
Mechanical composite in the equations resulted in statistically
significant slope differences for the gender group members. With
an R change of .024 (pS.01) for the Model 7 vs Model 8
comparison, Model 7 would be the best prediction system for these
seniors. Using the ASVAB Mechanical composite as the predictor
variable, the results showed statistically significant slope
differences in the prediction equations for the two gender groups
with an R change of .007 (ps.01) for the Model 7 vs Model 8
comparison. Therefore, Model 7 would be the best prediction
equation for this sample. The change in the Algebra grade per
unit change in the ASVAB Mechanical composite was significantly
different for these senior males and females.

Using this ASVAB composite score in the equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the ethnic group members, which in this sample were defined as
White and Nonwhite. Thus, Model 12 could be used in the
prediction of Algebra course grades obtained by seniors in the
1984-85 school year.

Freshmen 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the sender variables in the (-quations. These
tests resulted in an R? change of .033 (p<.01) for the Model 8 vs
Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the best
prediction equation for this sample. Using this composite,
freshmen females would be consistently underpredicted in their
Geometry grades if the common regression line were used, while
freshmen males would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

Using the Mechanical composite in the prediction equations
resulted in no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences for the three ethnic groups. Thus, Model 12 could be
used in the prediction of Geometry course grades obtained by
freshmen in the 1985-86 school year.

S0ohomores 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the gender variables in the equations. Using
the Mechanical composite in the equations resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences fo the gender

117



groups. With an R2 change of .056 (pE.01) for the Model 8 vs
Model 9 comparison, Model 8 would be the best prediction system
for these sophomores. Using this composite, sophomore females

--would be consistently underpredicted in their Geometry grades if
the common regression line were used, while sophomore males would
be consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were
used.

As in the Freshmen sample, using the Mechanical composite
resulted in no statistically significant slope of intercept
differences for the three ethnic groups. Model 12 could be used
in the prediction of Geometry course grade for these sophomores.

Sophomores 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. With the Mechanical
composite as the aptitude measure, the results showed
statistically significan intercept differences for the gender
group members. With an R change of .079 (p<.01) for the Model 8
vs Model 9 comparison, Model 8 would be the best prediction
equation for Geometry course grade for these sophomores. Jsing
this composite, sophomore females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Geometry grades if the common regression
line were used, while sophomore males would be consistently
overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

When the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences, using the Mechanical composite within the equations,
the results showed statistically significant intercept
differenc' L~twee the ..:i c, Dlsk regression lincz. The R'
change for the Model 11 and Model 12 comparison was approximately
.027 (p:.01), with Model 11 being the best prediction equation
for this sample's Geometry grade. Thus, White sophomores would
be consistently underpredicted in their Geometry grades if the
common regression line were used, while Black sophomores would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Junirs 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in t'-e equations. With the
Mechanical composite as the aptitude measure, the results showed
statistically signifqcant slope ditferences for the gender group
members. With an R change of .019 (pS.01) for the Model 7 vs
Model 8 comparison, Model 7 would be the best prediction equation
for Geometry course grade for these juniors. The change in the
Algebra grade per unit change in the ASVAB Mechanical composite
was significantly different for these junior males and females.
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When the tests were conducted for ethnic group differences
using the Mechanical predictor composite, the results showed no
statistically significant slope of intercept differences for the
ethnic group members. Model 12 could be used in the prediction
of Geometry course grade for these juniors.

Juniors 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. With the
Mechanical composite as the aptitude measure, the results showed
statistically significan, intercept differences for the gender
group members. With an R change of .069 (p:.0l) for the Model 8
vs Model 9 comparison, Model 8 wculd be the best prediction
equation for Geometry course grade for these sophomores. Using
this composite, junior females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Geometry grades if the common regression
line were used, while junior males would be consistently
overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

When the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences, using the Mechanical composite, the results showed
statistically significant intercept differences between the White
and Nonwhite regression lines. The R change for the Model 11
and Model 12 comparison was approximately .078 (p<.01), with
Model 11 being the best prediction equation for this sample's
Geometry grade. Thus, using this composite, White juniors would
be consistently underpredicted in their Geometry grades if the
common regression line were used, while Nonwhite juniors would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Seniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. In this sample,
the Mechanical composite equations resulted in no statistically
significant slope or intercept differences for the gender group
or ethnic group members. Model 9 or 12 could be used in the
prediction of Geometry course grade for these seniors.

General Science

Freshmen 1284-85. Using the Mechanical high school composite
with this sample, the results showed no statistically significant
differences between the Model 2 vs Model 4 comparison. Model 4
included the unit vector, the Mechanical composite score, and the
sex by ethnicity two-way interaction predictor variables, with
ethnicity membership being defined as White, Black and Hispanic.
With Model 4 as the best prediction equation for this sample's
General Science grade, no differential validity was evid.nced for
the ethnicity by Mechanical score two-way interaction variables
or the sex by Mechanical score two-way interaction variables.
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Freshmen 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
---ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White

and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. With the Mechanical
ctomposite as the aptitude measure, the results showed
statistically significan, intercept differences for the gender
group members. With an R change of .026 (pi.01) for the Model 8
vs Model 9 comparison, Model 8 would be the best prediction
equation for Gencral Science course grade for these freshmen.
Using this Lomposite, freshmen females would be consistently
underpredicted in their General Science grades if the common
regression line were used, while freshmen males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Using the Mechanical composite as the aptitude predictor
variable resulted in no statistically significant intercept
differences for the ethnic group members. Model 12, which
contained the unit vector and the Mechanical composite score,
could be used in the prediction of General Science course grades
obtained by freshmen in 1985-86.

Sophomores 1984-85. In this 1984-85 sample, using the
Mechanical high school composite score as the aptitude predictor
variable, the results showed statistically significant intercept
differences for the gender group members. These tests resulted
in an R change of .079 (p! .001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9
comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the best prediction
equation for this sarltle. Using this composite, sophomore
females would be consistently underpredicted in their General
Science grades if the common regression line were used, while
sophomore males would be consistent'y overprndicted if a common
regression line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score in the equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the ethnic group members, which in this sample were defined as
White and Nonwhite. Thus, Model 12, which contained only the
unit vector and the Mechanical composite score in the prediction
equation, could be used in the prediction of General Science
course grade for these sophomores during this school year.

Sophomores 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. Again, using the
Mechanical composite as the aptitude aptitude measure resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences between the male
and female regression lines. The R2 change for the Model 8 and
Model 9 comparison was approximately .057 (p5.01), with Model 8
being the best prediction equation for this sample's General
Science grade. Thus, using this composite, sophomore females
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would be consistently underpredicted in their General Science
grades if the common regression line were used, while sophomore
males would be consistently overpredicted if a common regression
line were used.

When the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences, using the Mechanical composite, the results showed
statistically significant intercept differences between the White
and Black regression lines. The R2 change for the Model 11 and
Model 12 comparison was approximately .040 (pl.01), with Model 11
being the best prediction equation for this sample's General
Science grade. Thus, using this composite, White sophomores
would be consistently underpredicted in their General Science
grades if the common regression line were used, while Black
sophomores would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

Juniors 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated !y not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. Again, using
the Mechanical composite within the prediction equation resulted
in statistically significant intercept Pifferences between the
male and female regression lines. The R change for the Model 8
and Model 9 comparison was approximately .042 (p .01), with Model
8 being the best prediction equation for this sample's General
Science grade. Thus, using this composite, junior females would
be consistently underpredicted in their General Science grades if
the common regression line were used, while junior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

This Mechanical composite prediction equation resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
ethnic group members. Thus, Model 12 could be used in the
prediction of General Science course grades obtained by juniors
in 1985-86.

Snors194-. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. Using the Mechanical composite within the
prediction equation resulted in statistically significant
intercept differences between the male and female regression
lines. The R' change for the Model 8 and Model 9 comparison was
approximately .044 (pS.01), with Model 8 being the best
prediction equation for this sample's General Science grade.
Thus senior females would be consistently underpredicted in their
General Science grades if the common regression line were used,
while senior males would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.
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Bioloa2W -I

Freshmen 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
.-sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. Using the
Mechanical composite within the prediction equation resulted in
statistically significant intercept 2differences between the male
and female regression lines. The R change for the Model 8 and
Model 9 comparison was approximately .061 (p:S.01), with Model 8
being the best prediction equation for this sample's Biology
grade. Thus, using this composite, freshmen females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Biology grades if the common
regression line were used, while freshmen males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

This Mechanical composite equation also resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
ethnic group members. Again, Model 12 could be used in the
prediction of Biology course grades obtained by freshmen in 1984-
85.

Freshmen 1985-86. The use of this composite resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences in the prdiction
equations for the two freshmen gender groups, with an R change
of .060 (p<.001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison.
Therefore, Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this
sample. Using the Mechanical composite as the predictor
variable, freshmen females would be consistently underpredicted
in their Biology grades if the common regression line were used,
while freshmen males would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
White and Black freshmen, which were the ethnic groups defined in
the prediction equations. Thus, Model 12, which contained only
the unit vector and the Mechanical composite score in the
prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of Biology
course grade for these freshmen.

Sophomores 1984-85. The use of this composite with this
sample resulted in statistically significant slope differences in
the pfediction equations for the two freshmen gender groups, with
an R change of .010 (p .001) for the Model 7 vs Model 8
comparison. Therefore, Model 7 would be the best prediction
equation for this sample. The change in the Biology grade per
unit change in tne ASVAB Mechanical composite was significantly
different for these sophomore males and females.

When the tests for ethnic group differences were conducted
using the Mechanical composite as the predictor composite, the
results showed no statistically significant slope or intercept
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differences in the prediction equations for the White, Black and
Hispanic ethnic groups. Thus, Model 12 could be used in the
prediction of Biology grades obtained by sophomores during this
school year.

Sophomores 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the gender variables in the equations. These
tests resulted statistically significan intercept differencesbetween the gender group members and an R change of .101 (p".0S)
for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would
be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using this
composite, sophomore females would be consistently underpredicted
in their Biology grades if the common regression line were used,
while sophomore males would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score in the equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the three ethnic groups. Thus, Model 12, which contained only
the unit vector and the Mechanical composite score in the
prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of Biology
course grade for these sophomores during this nchool year.

Juniors 1984-85. The use of this composite resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences in the prediction
equations for the two junior gender groups, with an R2 change of
.079 (p:.0O1) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore,
Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample.
Using the Mechanical composite as the predictor variable, junior
females would be consistently underpredicted in their Biology
grades if the common regression line were used, while junior
males would be consistently overpredicted if a common regression
line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
White and Nonwhite juniors, which were the ethnic groups dejined
in the prediction equations. Thus, Model 12, which contained
only the unit vector and the Mechanical composite score in the
prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of Biology
course grade for these juniors.

Juniors 1985-86. This sample tested only for gender group
difterences. Using the Mechanical composite as the predictor
variable resulted in statistically significant intercept
differences for the gender groups. With an R2 change of .127
(p:.Ol) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison, Model 8 would bb
the best prediction equation of Biology course grade for these
juniors. Using the Aechanical composite as the predictor
variable, junior females would be consistently underpredicted in
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their Biology grades if the common regression line were used,
while junior males would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

Seniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. The use of this
Mechanical composite in the equations resulted in statistically
significant intercept differences for the gender and two ethnic
group members. With R2 changes of .093 4nd .063 (p<.01) for the
Model 8 vs Model 9 and the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparisons,
Models 8 and 11 would be the best prediction equations for these
seniors. Using this composite, senior females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Biology grades if the common
regression line were used, while senior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were ueed.
Conversely, if a common regression line using the Mechanical
composite as the aptitude measure were used in the prediction of
Biology course grade, White seniors would be consistently
underpredlcted on this criterion while Black seniors would be
consistently overpredicted.

Chemistry I - II

Freshme 1985-86. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. Using the Mechanical composite in the equations,
the results showed statistically significant intercept
differences for the gender groups. With an R change of .060
(p:S.01) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison, Model 8 would be
the best prediction equation of Chemistry course grade for these
freshmen. Using the Mechanical composite as the predictor
variable, freshmen females would be consistently underpredicted
in their Chemistry grades if the common regression line were
used, while freshmen males would be consistently overpredicted if
a common regression line were used.

Sohm __1284-85. This sample also tested only for gender
group differences. Again, with the Mechanical composite in the
equations, the results showed statistically significant intercept
differences for the gender groups. With an R change of .065
(p<.0l) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison, Model 8 could be
used in the prediction of Chemistry course grades obtained by
these sophomores. Sophomore females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Chemistry grader if the common regression
line were used, while sophomore males would be consistently
overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

So~bphoMorLes 95-86. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. Using the Mechanical composite as the predictor
variable, the results indicated statistically sigpificant
intercept differences for the gender groups. With an R change
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of .073 (p .01) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison, Model 8
would be the best prediction system of Chemistry course grade for
these sophomores. Using this composite, sophomore females would
be consistently underpredicted in their Chemistry grades if the
common regression line were used, while sophomore males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Juniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The use of this
Mechanical composite in the equations resu]ted in statistically
signif icant intercept differences for the gender group members.
With R changes of .091 (pS.01) for the Model 8 vs Model 9
comparison, Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for
these juniors. Using this composite, junior females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Chemistry grades if the
common regression line were used, while junior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
White and Nonwhite juniors, which were the ethnic groups defined
in the prediction equations. Thus, Model 12, which contained
only the unit vector and the Mechanical composite score in the
prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of Chemistry
course grade for these juniors.

Juniors 1985-6. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The use of this
composite resulted in statistically significant intercept
differences in the prediction equations for the two junior gender
groups, with an R change of .103 (p:.01) for the Model 8 vs
Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the best
prediction equation for this sample. Using the Mechanical
composite as the predictor variable, junior females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Chemistry grades if the
common regression line were used, while junior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score, the results again showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
White and Nonwhite juniors, which were the ethnic groups defined
in the prediction equations. Thus, Model 12, which contained
only the unit vector and the Mechanical composite score in the
prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of Chemistry
course grade for these juniors.
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Seniors 1984-85.' At first, usinq this composite with this
sample, gender differencec were investigated by n~ot including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not

incldingthe gender variables in the equations. Using the
Mechanical composite, the results showed no statistically
significant slope or intercept differences for the gender or
White and Nonwhite ethnic group members. Model 9 or 12 could be
used in the prediction of Chemistry course grades obtained by
seniors during this school year.

Seniors 1984-85. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. The Mechanical composite equations again resulted
in statistjca~ly significant intercept differences for the gender
groups. An R change of .085 (p..l) for the Model V vs Model 9
cr,-nmparison was evidenced; tharetore, Model 8 would be the best
prediction equation for this sample. Using the Mechanical
composite as the predictor variable, se~nior females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Physics grades if the common
regression line were used, while senior males wojld be
consistently overpredicted it a common regression line were uned.

rreshmen 1984-85. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. The Mechanical composite prediction equations
resulted in statistically significast intercept differences for
the gender groups. Thus, with an R change of .042 (p:S.0l) for
the Model 8 vs Model 9 compaL'isun, model 8 would be the best
predic.tor for this qroup's Government course grado. Freshmen
females would be consistently underpredictad in their Government
grades if the common regression line were used, while freshmen
rales would be- consistently overpradicted if a comr-n regression
linc were used.

' 9hmLC a.BA.-i5.. This sample tested only for genader group
differences. Using the Mechanical compowie as the predictor
variable, the results showed statiatically significant intercept
differences for the gender groups. An R- change of .U71 (pS.01)
for thA Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison was evidencedi therefore,
Moldel 8 would be the best predicticn equation for this sample.
Using~ the Mechanical compouiites as the predictor variable,
sophomore femnales would be consistently underpredicted ira their
aGuvernment. grades it the common regreauion 1 trio wore tied, while
sophomore molus would be conaintent)y overpradicted if a common
regressioni line wexe used.

SopVhgmgrey l9g:Q6. At firut, uning this composite with thisu
sample, gendtr Llifferor&('s wir invo.rtignted hy not including
ethnicity variablou in theo prediction equatioa. Then, the White
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and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The use of this
Mechanical composite in the equations resulted in statistically
significant intercept fifferences for the gender and two ethnic
-group members. With R changes of .047 and .036 (p .01) for the
Model 8 vs Model 9 and the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparisons,
Models 8 and 11 would be the best prediction equations for these
sophomores. Usin. this composite, sophomore females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Government grades if the
common regression line wore used, while sophomore males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.
Conversely, if a common regression line using the Mechanical
composite as the aptitude measure were used in the prediction of
Government course grade, White sophomores would be consistently
underpredicted on this criterion, while Hispanic sophomores would
be consistently overpredicted.

JuniQrs 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The ise of this
Mechanical composite in the equations resulted in statistically
significant interjept differences for the gender and ethnic
subgroup. With R changes of .077 (pl.01) for the Model 8 vs
Model 9 comparison and .015 for the Model 11 vs 12 comparison,
Models 8 And 13 would be the best prediction equations for these
juniors. Using this composite, junior females would bo
consistently underpredicted in their Government grades if the
common regression line were used, while junior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.
Conversely, White juniors would be consistently underpredioted in
their Government grades if the common regression line were used,
while Nonwhite juniors would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

auflQJU 19 8. This sample, using the Mechanical high
school ciomposite score as the aptitude predictor variable,
resulted in statistically signi icant slope differences for the
gender group members. with an R' change of .020 (p,.001) for the
Model 7 vs Model 8 comparison, Model 7 was the best prediction
equation for this sample. The change in the Government grade per
unit change in the ASVAB Mechanical composite was significantly
different for these junior males and females.

Using this ASVAB composite score, the results showed no
statistically significant slopb or intercept differences ior
White and Black juniors, which were the ethnic groups defined in
the prediction equations. Thus, Mosul 12, which conteined only
the unit vector and the Mechanical conposite score in the
prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of
Government course gradu for thean juniors.
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Seniors 1984-85. Similar to some of the previous samples,
using the Mechanical composite score as the aptitude predictor
variable, resulted in statistically signififant intercept
differences for the gender group members. With R change of .052
(pS.O01) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison, Model 8 would be
the best prediction equation for these seniors. Using this
composite, senior females would be consistently underpredicted in
their Government grades if the common regression line were used,
while senior males would be consistently overpredicted if a
comon regression line were used.

When ethnic group differences were investigated using this
composite, the results showed no statistically significant slope
or intercept differences for the White and Black ethnic group
members. Again, Model 12, which contained only the unit vector
and the Mechanical composite score in the prediction equation,
could be used in the prediction of Government course grades for
these seniors.

Freshmen 1984-85. The use of the ASVAB Mechanical composite
as the aptttude predictor variable showed statistically
aignificant intercept differences in the prediction e vations for
the two freshmen gender groups and resulted in an R change of
.077 (pS.001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore,
Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample.
Using this composite as the predictor variable, freshmen fsmales
would be consistently underpredicted in their History grades if
the common regression line were used, while freshmen males would
be consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were
used.

The use of this ASVAB composite in the equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or IJIILb, cept differences for
the White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group members. Thus, Model
12, which contained only the unit vector and the Mechanical
composite score in the prediction equation, could be used in the
prediction of History course grades obtained by freshmen during
this school year.

f"zph.ftn~j~j=U. This sample, usinq the Mechanical high
school composite score as the aptitude predictor variable,
resulted in statistically significant intercept differences in
the prediction equations for the two freshmen gender groups and
resulted in an R change of .042 (p,.001) for the Model 8 vs
M4dol 9 comparison. Therefore, Mudel 8 would be the best
prediction equation for this Bnmple. Using this composite as the
predictor variable, freshmen females would be consistently
underpredicted in their History grades if the common regression
line were used, while freshnen males would be consistently
overprodicted if a common regression line wore used.
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The use of this ASVAB composite in the equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the White and Black ethnic group members. Thus, Model 12, which
contained only the unit vector and the Mechanical composite score
in the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of
History course grades obtained by freshmen during this school
year.

Sol.984-85. Using the Mechanical high school
composite score as the aptitude predictor variable, the results
showed statistically significant intercept differences in the
prediction equatins for the two sophomore gender groups and
resulted in an R change of .061 (p<.001) for the Model 8 vs
Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the best
prediction equation for this sample. Using this composite as the
predictor variable, sophomore females would be consistently
underpredicted in their History grades if the common regression
line were used, while sophomore males would be consistently
overpz iicted if a common regression line were used.

The use of this ASVAB composite in the equations also resulted
in statistically significant intercept differerces for the White
and Black ethnic group members. With an R change of .008
(p:_.O01) for th Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison. Therefore,
Model 11 would be the best prediction equation for this sample.
Using this composite as the predictor variable, White sophomores
would be consistently underpredicted in their History grades if
the common regression line were used, while Black sophomores
would be consistently overpredicted if a common regression line
were used.

Sophomores 1285-86. This sample, using the MechAnical high
school composite score as the aptitude predictor variable,
resulted in statistically significant slope differences for the
gender group members. With an R change of .007 (p<.001) for the
Model 7 vs Model B comparison, Model 7 was the best prociction
equation for this sample. The change in the History aade per
unit change in the ASVAB Mechanical composite was sig,,ificantly
different for these sophomore males and females.

The use of this ASVAB composite in the equations also resulted
in statistically significant intercept differences foj the White,
Black and Hispanic ethnic group members. With an R change of
.022 (p_. 00 1) for the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison.
Therefore, Model 11 would be the best prediction equation for
this sample. Using this composite as the predictor variable,
White and Hispanic sophomores would be consistently
underpredicted in their History grades if the common regression
line were used, while Black sophomores would be consistently
overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Jlors 194-85. Like the previous sample, using the
Mechanical high school composite score as the aptitude predictor
variable resulted in statistically significant slope differences
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in the prfdiction equations for the two junior gender groups.
With an R change of .009 (p<.001) for the Model / vs Model 8
comparison, Model 7 would be the best prediction equation for
-this sample. Thus, the change in the History grade per unit
change in the ASVAB Mechanical composite was significantly
different for these junior males and females.

The use of this ASVAB composite in the equations resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences for the White and
Black ethnic group members. An R2 change of .017 (p_.001) for
the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison was evidenced. Therefore,
Model 11 would be the best prediction equation for this sample.
Using this composite as the predictor variable, White juniors
would be consistently underpredicted in their History grades if
the common regression line were used, while Black juniors would
be consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were
used.

Juniors 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. Using the Mechanical high
school composite score as the aptitude predictor variable, the
results showed statistically significant slope differences in the
prediction equations for the two junior gender groups and
resulted in an R change of .014 (p.<.01) for the Model 7 ve Model
8 comparison. Therefore, Model 7 would be the best prediction
equation for this sample. Again, the change in the History grade
per unit change in the Mechanical high school composite was
significantly different for freshmen males and females.

The use of this ASVAB composite in the equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or, intercept differences for
the White and Black ethnic group members. Thus, Model 12, which
contained only the unit vector and the Mechanical composite score
in the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of
History course grades obtained by juniors during this school
year.

Seniors 1984-8. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variaLles in the equations. The use of the Mechanical
composite in the prediction equations resulted in statistically
significant intercept differences for the gender group members.
An R change of .061 (p.<.01) for the Model 8 vs Model 9
comparison was evidenced. Therefore, Model 8 would be the best
prediction equation for this sample. Using this composite as the
predictor variable, senior females would be consistently
underpredicted in their History grades if the common regression
line were used, while senior males would be consistently
overpredicted if a common regression line were used.
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Statistically significant intercept differences also Iesulted
between the White and Black ethnic subgroups. With an R, change
-of .036 (pl.01) for the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison, Model 11
would be the best prediction system. Thus, if a common
regression line using the Mechanical composite as the aptitude
measure were used in the prediction of History course grade,
White seniors would be consistently underpredicted on this
criterion while Black seniors would be consistently
overpredicted.

Foreign Lanauaae

Freshmen 1984S85. After collapsing across ethnic groupm and
then collapsing across gender groups, the use of the ASVAB
Mechanical composite as the aptitude predictor variable showed
statistically significant intercept differences in the prediction
equat Ions for the two freshmen gender groups. The results showed
an R change of .090 (pS.Ol) for the Model 8 vs Model 9
comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the best prediction
equation for this sample. Using this composite as the aptitude
predictor variable, freshmen females would be consistently
underpredicted in their roreign Language grades if the common
regression line were used, while freshmen males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

The use of this ASVAB composite score in the equations
resulted in no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences in the prediction equations for the White, Black and
Hispanic ethnic groups. Therefore, Model 12, containing the unit
vector and the Mechanicdl composite score, could be the best
prediction equation for this sample's Foreign Language grades.

Freshmen 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the gender variables in the equations. When the
model comparisons were made for gender group differences, using
the Mechanical composite within the equations, the results showed
statistically significant slope differences between the male and
female regression lines. The R2 change for the Model 7 and Model
8 comparison was approximately .011 (pl.01), with Model 7 being
the best prediction equation for this sample's Foreign Language
gi'ade. Thus, the change in the Foreign Language grade per unit
change in the Mechanical high school composite was significantly
different for freshmen males and females.

When the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences, using the Mechanical composite within the equations,
the results showed no statistically signiZicant slope or
intercept differences between the White, Black and Hispanic
regression lines. Model 12, which contai.ed only the unit vector
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and the Mechanical composite score in the prediction equation,
could be used in the prediction of Foreign Language course grades
obtained by freshmen during this school year.

Sophomores 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the gender variables in the equations. Again,
the Mechanical prediction equations showed statistically
significant slope differences between the male and female
regression lines. The R' change for the Model 7 and Model 8
comparison was approximately .013 (pS.01), with Model 7 being the
best prediction equation for this sample's Foreign Language
grade. The change in the Foreign Language grade per unit change
in the Mechanical high school composite was significantly
different for sophomore males and females.

When the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences using of this Mechanical composite in the prediction
equations, the results showed no statistically significant slope
or intercept differences between the White, Black and Hispanic
regression lines. Model 12, which contained only the unit vector
and the Mechanical composite score in the prediction equation,
could be used in the prediction of Foreign Language course grades
obtained by sophomores during this school year.

Sophomores 1985-86. Using the ASVAB Mechanical composite as
the aptitude predictor in the equations showed statistically
significant intercept differences in the prediction eqyations for
the two sophomore gender groups and resulted in an R change of
.086 (pl.01) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore,
Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample.
using this composite sophomore females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Foreign Language grades if the common
regression line were used, while sophomore males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

The use of this ASVAB composite score in the prediction
equations resulted in no statistically significant slope or
intercept differences for the White and Nonwhite ethnic group
members. Thus, Model 12, which contained only the unit vector
and the Mechanical composite score in the prediction equation,
cou.l be used in the prediction of Foreign Language course grades
obtained by sophomores during this school year.

j3UnirSL_ 984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the gender variables in the equations. The use
of the Mechanical composite as a predictor measure showed
statistically significant intercept differences between the male
and female regression lines. The R2 change for the Model 8 and
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Model 9 comparison was approximately .124 (p..01), with Model 8
being the best prediction equation for this sample's Foreign
Language grade. Thus, using this predictor composite, junior

--females would be consistently underpredicted in their Foreign
Language grades if the common regression line were used, while
junior males would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regresbion line were used.

When the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences, the Mechanical predictor composite resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
ethnic group members. Model 12 could be used in the prediction
of Foreign Language course grades obtained by juniors during this
school year.

Juir _ §8. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The Mechanical
prediction equations resulted in statistically significant
intercept di Yerences between the male and female regression
lines. The R change for the Model 8 and Model 9 comparison was
approximately .094 (p:.01), with Model 8 being the best
prediction equation for this sample's Foreign Language grade.
Thus, using this predictor composite, junior females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Foreign Language grades if
the common regression line were used, while junior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

When testing for ethnic group differences, the use of this
ASVAB composite in the equations resulted in no statistically
significant slope or intercept differences for the White and
Hispanic ethnic group members. Thus, Model 12, which contained
only the unit vector and the Mechanical composite score in the
prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of Foreign
Language course grades obtained by juniors during this school
year.

S niors 194-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences aere investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. Again, the
Mechanical prediction equations resulted in statistically
significant intercept differences between the male and female
regression lines. The R change for the Model 8 anid Model 9
comparison was approximately .044 (pS.01), with Model 8 being the
best prediction equation for this sample's Foreign Language
grade. Thus, using this predictor composite, senior females
would be consistently underpredicted in their Foreign Language
grades if the commoni regression line were used, while senior
males would be consistently overpredicted if a common regression
line were used.
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The Mechanical composite prediction equations resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
--two ethnic groups. Model 12 could be used in the prediction of
Foreign Language course grade for these individuals.

Secretary and Office Education

Juniors 1985-86. This sample tested only for White and
Nonwhite :-thnic group differences. Using the Mechanical
composite as the aptitude predictor variable, the results showed
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the ethnic groups. Thus, Model 12, which contained the unit
vector and the ASVAB Mechanical composite, could be used in the
prediction of this course grade for these juniors.

Seniors 1984-85. This sample tested only ror Whie and
Nonwhite ethnic group differences. Again, using the Mechanical
composite prediction equations the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
ethnic groups. Thus, Model 12, which contained the unit vector
and the ASVAB Mechanical composite, could be used in the
prediction of Secretary and Office course grades obtained by
these seniors.

Tviing and Word Processi a

Fresaen 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the gender variables in the equations. The
Mechanical prediction equations resulted in statistically
significant intercept dif.ferences between the male and female
regression lines. The R change for the Model 8 and Model 9
comparison was approximately .040 (pE.01), with Model 8 being the
best prediction equation for this sample's Typing grade. Thus,
using this predictor composite, freshmen females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Typing grades if the common
regression line were used, while freshmen males would be
consistently overpredictod if a common regression line were used.

When testing for ethnic group differences, the use of this
ASVAB composite in the equations resulted in no statistically
significant slope or intercept differences for ilhe White, Black
and Hispanic ethnic group members. Thus. Model 12, which
contained orly the unit vector and the Mechanical composite score
in the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of
Typing course grades obtained by freshmen during this school
year.
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Freshmen 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The Mechanical
prediction equations resulted in statistically significant
intercept diVerences between the male and female regression
lines. The R change for the Model 8 and Model 9 comparison was
approximately .054 (ps.01), with Model 8 being the best
prediction equation for this sample's Typing grade. Thus, using
this predictor composite, freshmen females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Typing grades if the common regression
line were used, while freshmen males would be consistently
overpredicted if a common regression 11ue were used.

When testing for ethnic group differences, the use of this
ASVAB composite in the equations resulted in no statistically
significant slope or intercept differences for the White and
Hispanic ethnic group members. Thus, Model 12, which contained
only the unit vector and the Mechanical composite score in the
prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of Typing
course grades obtained by freshmen during this school year.

Sophomores 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the gender variables in the equations. The
results again showed statistically significant intercept
differences between the male and female regression lines. The R
change for the Model 8 and Model 9 comparison was approximately
.077 (p:.01), with Model 8 being the best prediction equation for
this sample's Typing grade. Thus, using this predictor
composite, sophomore females would be consistently underpredicted
in their Typing grades if the common regression line were used,
while sophomore males would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

Again, when testing for ethnic group differences, the use of
this ASVAB composite in the equations resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group members. Thus, Model 12,
which contained only the unit vector and the Mechanical composite
score in the prediction equation, could be ubed in the prediction
of Typing course grades obtained by sophomores during this school
year.

Ioiphomortls 1985-86. At first, using this compo3ite with this
sample, gender differenccz were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. The Mechanical prediction
equations showed statistically significant slope differences
between the male and female regression lines. The R change for
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the Model 7 and Model 8 comparison was approximately .026
(p5.01), with Model 7 being the best prediction equation for this
sample's Typing grade. The change in the Typing grade per unit
change in the Mechanical high school composite was significantly
different for sophomore males and females.

Using the Mechanical composite as the aptitude predictor
variable, the results showed no statistically significant slope
or intercept differences for the ethnic group members. Again,
Model 12 could be used in the prediction of Typing course grade
for these sophomores.

Juniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. As in the sophomore 1984-
85 sample, the results showed statistically significant intercep
differences between the male and female regression lines. The R
change for the Model 8 and Model 9 comparison was approximately
.118 (pl.01), with Model 8 being the best prediction equation for
this sample's Typing grade. Thus, using this predictor
composite, junior females would be consistently underpredicted in
their Typing grades if tne common regression line were used,
while junior males would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

Again, when testing for ethnic group differences, the use of
this ASVAB composite in the equations resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
White and Black ethnic group members. Thus, Model 12, which
contained only the unit vector and the Mechanical composite score
in the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of
Typing course grades obtained by juniors during this school year.

Juniors 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
etlinicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. As in the
previous sample, the results showed statistically significant
intercept difIerences between the male and female regression
lines. The R' change for the Model 8 and Model 9 comparison was
approximately .071 (pS.01), with Model 8 being the best
prediction equation for this sample's Typing grade. Thus, using
this predictor composite, junior females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Typing grades if the common regression
line were used, while junior males would be consistently
overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Again, when testing for ethnic group diffatrences, the use of
this ASVAB composite in the equations resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
White and Nonwhite ethnic group members. Thus, Model 12, which
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contained only the unit vector and the Mechanical composite score
in the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of
Typing course grades obtained by juniors during this school year.

Seniors 1984-85. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. The Mechanical composite equations resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences between the male
and female regression lines. The R2 change for the Model 8 and
Model 9 comparison was approximately .052 (pS.01), with Model 8
being the best prediction equation for this sample's Typing
grade. Thus, using this predictor composite, senior females
would be consistently underpredicted in their Typing grades if
the common regression line were used, while senior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Accounting _ad L9keeping

Soahgmores 1985-.86. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. The use of the ASVAB Mechanical composite as the
predictor variable showed statistically significant intercept
differences in the prediction equations for the two sophomore
gender groups and resulted in an R change of .095 (p:.01) for
the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be
the best prediction equation for this sample. Using this
composite as the predictor variable, sophomore females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Accounting grades if the
common regression line were used, while sophomore males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Juniors 1984-- 5. This sample also tested only for gender
group differences. Again, using the Mechanical composite
prediction equations, the results showed statistically
significant intercept differences in the predictin equations for
the two junior gender groups and resulted in an R change of .144
(p.S.01) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model
8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using
this composite as the predictor variable, junior females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Accounting grades if the
common regression line were used, while junior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Juniors 1985-86. This sample -tested for gender group
differences. As in the previous sample, using the Mechanical
composite prediction equations, the results showed statistically
significant intercept differences in the predicti ?n equations for
the two junior gender groups and resulted in an R change of .069
(p<.0l) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model
8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using
this composite as the predictor variable, junior females would be
consistently underpredicted in their kccounting grades if the
common regression line were used, while junior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.
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Seniors 1984-85. Like the junizr samples, this sample tested
for gender group differences. Using the Mechanical composite
prediction equations, the results showed statistically
significant intercept differences in the predic ion equations for
the two gender groups and resulted in an R change of .098
(pS.01) for the Model 8 vs Molel 9 comparison. Therefore, Model
8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using
this composite as the predictor variable, senior females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Accounting grades if the
common regression line were used, while senior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Home Economics

Freshmen 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences werc investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the Wh.te
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. The prediction equations
with the ASVAB Mechanical composite showed statistically
significant intercept differences in the prediction ecquations for
the two freshmen gender groups and resulted in an R" change of
.086 (p .01) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore,
Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample.
Using this composite, freshmen females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Home Economics grades if the common
regression line were used, while freshmen males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

When the tests for ethnic group differences were conducted
using the ASVAB Mechanical composite, the results showed
statistically significant intercept differences 2in the prediction
equations for the two ethnic groups. An R change of .081
(p<.Ol) for the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison was evidenced;
and Model 11 could be used in the prediction of Home Economics
course grade for these freshmen. Using thin predictor composite,
freshmen Whites would be consistently underpredicted in their
Home Economics grades if the common regression line were used,
while freshmen Blacks would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

Freshmen 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. Using the
Mechanical composite as a predictor variable, the results showed
statistically significant intercept differencss for these two
freshmen gender groups and resulted Ln an R change of .116
(pS.01) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model
8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using
this composite as the aptitude measure, freshmen females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Home Economics grades if the
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common regression line were used, while freshmnen rales would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

When the tests for ethnic group differences were conducted
using the ASVAB Mechanical composite, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences in the
prediction equations for the two ethnic groups. Model 12 could
be used in the prediction of Home Economics course grade for
these freshmen.

Sophomore 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The prediction
equations with the ASVAB Mechanical composite showed
statistically significant intercept differences in the prfdiction
equations for the two gender groups and resulted in an R change
of .102 (p<.0l) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison.
Therefore, Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this
sample. Using this composite, sophomore females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Home Economics grades if the
comnon regression line were used, whilL sophomore males would be
ccnsistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

When the tests for ethnic group differences were conducted
using the ASVAB Mechanical composite, the results showed
statistically significant intercept differences in the prediction
equations for the two ethnic groups. An R2 change of .047
(p<.01) for the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison was evidenced;
and Model 11 could be used in the prediction of Home Economics
course grade for these sophomores. Using this predictor
composite, White sophomores would be consistently underpredicted
in their Home Economics arades if the common regression line were
used, while Nonwhite sophomores would be consistently
overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Sphomores 1985-4. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The use of the
Mechanical composite prediction equations resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences for the gender
group members and resulted in an R2 change of .097 (p..01) for
the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be
the best prediction equation for this sample. Using this
composite, sophomore females would be consistently underpredicted
in their Home Economics grades if the common regression line were
used, while sophomore males would be consistently overpredicted
if a common regression line were used.
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When the tests for ethnic group differences were conducted
using the ASVAB Mechanical composite, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences in the
prediction equations for the two ethnic groups. Model 12 could
be used in the prediction of Home Economics course grade for
these sophomores.

Juniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The use of the
Mechanical composite prediction equations resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences for the gender
group members and resulted in an R change of .069 (pS.01) for
the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be
the best prediction equation for this sample. Using this
composite, junior females would be consistently underpredicted in
their Home Economics grades if the common regression line were
used, while junior males would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

When the tests for ethnic group differences were conducted
using the ASVAB Mechanical composite, the results showed no
statistically significant slope cr intercept differences in the
prediction equations for the two ethnic groups. Model 12 could
be used in the prediction of Home Economics course grade for
these juniors.

Juniors 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. Again, this
sample, using the Mechanical composite equations, resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences for the gender
group members. An R change of .163 (p .01) for the Model 8 vs
Model 9 comparison was evidenced; therefore, Model 8 would be the
best prediction equation for this sample. Using this predictor
composite junior females would be consistently underpredicted in
their Home Economics grades if the common regression line were
used, while junior males would be consistently overpredicted if a
common reqression line were used.

When the tests for ethnic group differences were conducted
using the ASVAB Mechanical composite, the results indicated no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences in the
prediction equations for the two ethnic groups. Model 12 could
be used in the prediction of Home Economics course grade for
these juniors.

Seniors 1984-85. 7t first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
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and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender vaziables in the equations. As in the
junior 1985-86 sample, the Mechanical composite equations
resulted in statistically signift Sant intercept differences for
the gender group members. An R change of .090 (p<.01) was
obtained for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison; therefore, Model
8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using
this composite senior females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Home Economics grades if the common
regression line were used, while senior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

The tests for ethnic group differences were conducted using
the ASVAB Mechanical composite, and the results whowed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences in the
prediction equations for the two ethnic groups. Model 12 could
be used in the prediction of Home Economics course grade fcr
thete seniors.

Computer Programming

f'hgL_LU jr~a . This sample tested only for gender group
diiffronceu. Uainc the M. |,ainical composite as a prodictcr
variable, the resu-ts showed statistically significant intercept
differences for the gender group members. An R4 change of .132
(ps<.0) was obtained for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison;
therefore, Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this
sample. Using this composite sophomore females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Computer Programming grades
if the common regression line were ured, while sophomore males
would be consistently overpredicted if a common regrwssion line
wer6 used.

JuniorsJ.804.61. Like the sophomore sample, this sample
tested for gender group differencos. Again, using the Mechanical
composite as a precictor variable, the results showed
statistically sign!4cant intercept differences for the gender
group members. An R" change of .104 (pS.01) was obtained for the
Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison; therefore, Molde] A weiid to the
best prediction equation for this sample. Using this composite
Junior females would be ccnsiotently underpredicted in their
Computer Programming grades if the common regression line were
u3ed, while junior males would be consistfinLly overpredicted it a
common regression line were used.

4M1 .._:aU8!!k.. Collapsing across the ethnic groups, the
model comparisons tested for gender group differences. UsIn the
ASVAB Mechanical predictor composite, the resulto showed
statisticalJy significant intercept differences in the predictiou
equations for the twu junior yeudelr groups arid resulted in an R
change of .167 (p<.(") fo. the Model a vs Model 9 compariaon.
Therefore, Model 8 would be the best predJction equation foz this
reawy)) C. Ulainl9 this composite Ju.nior remaleas would be



consistently underpredicted in their Corputer Programming grades
if the common regression line were used, while junior males would

..... be consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were
used.

Bniors 1984-85. As in the previous Computer Programming
samples, this sample tested for gender group differences. The
Mechanical composite prediction equations resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender groups. Thus, Model 9, which contained the unit vector
and the ASVAB Mechanical composite, could be used in the
prediction of Computer Programming course grades obtained by
seniors for this year.

InblLL. I6mmry of Iquity FinJings for Prediction of High hool
Course Grades by Mechanical & Crafts Nigh School Comosite

CoWrs Sex Ethnicity SlOEthnicity

English I-IV
Frnh U4-55 S E WS
fresh 85.6 I i 111
loph &'" 5 I M
loph 85-56 9 I Ni
Jr , I

Jr 05:6 $ U MS
or 4-a5 t E NI

General 014th
Frosh $.85 I f NI
Fresh 85-86 a Mo
Soph 64-5 9 1 11
9* 85.86 1 9 us
Jr 54-15 1 E No
Jr 85-86 1 f Ni
Sr 8-83 1 E NI

Ailgebra
Fresh 84-85 I No
Fresh 85-86 1 4M
oph 64-85 1 1 No
lopI 85.86 1 E N
Jr 64-85 1 I i
Jr 85-6 a F us
i 84-05 5 E M

Germit ry
fresh 8586 I F NI
3oph 84,- 1 1 NI
Uoph 85.6 I I M
Jr &4,85 I E NI
Jr 85-86 I I
Sr PA-115 E 1N

N. Na Not aignificant; I Intercept 41ffer;ences; s i Ilope
differences; E a EcIltobe test, ryv 6ignificmnt sto(p or loter.ept
dletfrecqs found; UT - Not tested dun to moll sot Le sitze.



Ible 8. Continued)

course Sax fthmlcity Se2t thfic I ty

G'me1 Sctwtce
Fresht 84-85 MS Wil I
Frsh 85-56 1 9 MS
Segoo 64-85 1 Ms
Seph 05-86 1 NoM
Jr 35-86 1 1E NS
Sr 54-85 1 uT s

BioLogy
Fresh 64-85 1 6M
Fresh 85-86 1 us3
Sool 84-05 8 us
Soph 85-56 1 NoM
Jr U-105 I E us
Jr 8S-86 I MT us
Sr 84-85 1 M

CheAs try
Fresht OS-86 I NY us
Scodi 84-85 1 UT NS
gool 85-86 1 MY us
Jr 84-85 1 a Ms
Jr 85-86 1 E MS
Sr 64-85 1 1 MS

Physics
or 5145 1 XT M

Goverrnnt
Fresh 84-85 I MT MS
Loph 34-85 1 NY No--S
8*0 85-86 1 u s
Jr 54-SO 1 u s
Jr 85-86 5 6111
Sr 84-85 1 u s

Wistary
Fresh 84-55 2 E MB
fresh 85-86 1 IF us
Soph 64-OS I I MS
Sopi, 85.86 5 1 M
Jr 114-85 5 usM
Jr 86-86 S E Mo
Ur 84-85 IImg

Foreign Larvuege
Fresh 84-85 I SP
Fresh 85-86 Z NOM
5oph iK-55 SI MS
Sopit 85-86 1 NoM
Jr 84-85 I M
Jr 85-36 1 S
Sr A-ai IE 1 M

Sonrotary L Ofc
Jr 85-86 NY MT

fj. NS a mot significwit; -Iritorcept difftrences; S Sop
differences; E a Equitabia test, no aignificent stope or Intercept
differences found: NY Not tested duie to samiL ewW'e sizes.



IhLtL1f. (Conotuded)

- - Course Sex Ethnicity Sex&Ethnlcity .

Typing
Fresh 4-8 1 5
Fresh 85-&S I E Is

-- Soh 4-85 1 E MS
eph a-s- S a us

Jr 84-85 1 E NS
Jr 85-86 I E #S
r 84-85 I T NS

Account in
Soph 85-86 I MT MS
Jr 84-85 I T NS

Jr 85-86 1 iT us
Sr 84-85 I NT uS

ime Economics
Fresh 84-85 I I S
Fresh 85-86 1 E NS
1(0 64-85 1 1 MS
Soph 85-6 1 MS
Jr 34-85 I E WS
Jr 85-86 1 E NS
Sr 84-85 I E WS

Computer Progrm

Soph 85-86 1 NT NS
Jr 84-85 1 NT MS
Jr 85-86 I by MS
Sr 84-OS 1 N NS

NoMe. WS a Not significant; I u Intercept differences; S * SLope
differences; F - Equitabto test, no significant sic** or Intercept
differences found; MT a Not tested due to smaLL simple sizes.

uness and Clerical High School Composite

Enalish I - IV

Freshmen 1264-Q. Using the Business high school composite
with this sample, the results showed statistically significant
differences between the Model 2 vs Model 4 comparison. However,
the Model 2 vs Model 5 comparison showed that these two models
were not t;ignificantly different. Model 5 included the unit
vector, the Business score by ethnicity two-way interaction
predictor variables, and the sex by ethnicity two-way interaction
predictor variables. With Model 5 as the best prediction
equation for this sample's English grLde, no differential
validity for the gender by Busniess score two-way interaction
predictor variables was evidenced.

Freshmen 1985-86. This composite showed statistically
significant intercept differences in the prediction ecuations for
the two freshmen gender groups and resulted in an R change of
.064 (F<.001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore,
Model 8 would be the best prediction equaticn for this sample.
Using the Business composite as the predictor variable freshmen



females would be consistently underpredicted in their English
_ rades if the common regression line were used, while freshmen

males would be consistently overpredicted if a common regression
line were used.

When the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences using this ASVAB composite, the results showed
statistically significant slope differences aqong the White,
Black and Hispanic regression lines. With an RI change of .016
(pS.001) for the Model 10 ve Model 11 comparison, Model 10 would
be the best prediction equation for this sample. Thus, the
change in the English grade per unit change in the Business high
school composite was significantly different for White, Black and
Hispanic freshmen.

Sophomorys 1984-85. When the model comparisons were made for
gender group differences, t'sing the Business composite resulted
in statistically significant slope jifferences between the male
and female regression lines. The RI change for the Model 7 and
Model 8 comparison was approximately .004 (pS.001), with Model 7
being the best prediction equation for this groups English grade.
Thus, the change in the English grade per unit change in the
ASVAB Business composite was significantly different for this
year's sophomore males and females.

When the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences using this ASVAB composite, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences among
the White, Black and Hispanic regression lines. Thus, Model 12,
which contained the unit vector and the ASVAB Business composite,
could be used in the prediction cf English course grades obtained
by sophomores for this year.

Sophomores 1985-86. Whan the model comparisons were made for
gender group differences, using the Business composite resulted
in statistically significant slope 5ifferences between the male
and female regression lines. The R change for the Model 7 and
Model 8 comparison was approximately .027 (p:.001), with Model 8
being the best prediction equation for this group's English
grade. Using the Business composite as the predictor variable,
sophomore females would be consistently underpredicted in their
English grades if the common regression line wers nsed, while
sophomore mixles would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

Using the Business composite score as the aptitude measure
also resulted in statistically significant intercept differences
for White, Black and Hispanic sophomores, which wer? the ethnic
groups defined in the prediction equations. The R' change for
the Model 11 and Model 12 comparison war approximately .013
(p<.O01), with Model 11 being the best prediction equation for
this sample. Thus, using the Business composite as the predictor
variable White and Hispanic sophomores would be ccnsistently
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underpredicted in their English grades if the common regression
line were used, while Black sophomores would be consistently
-overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Juniors 1984-85. When the model comparisons were made for
gender group differences, using the Business composite resulted
in statistically significant slope gifferences between the male
and female regression lines. The R change for the Model 7 and
Model 8 comparison was approximately .006 (pS.001), with Model 7
being the best prediction equation for this group's English
grade. Thus, the change in the English grade per unit change in
the ASVAB Business composite was significantly different for
these junior males and females.

Using the Business composite score as the aptitude measure
resulted in no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences for White, Black and Hispanic sophomores, which were
the ethnic groups defined in the prediction equations. Again,
Model 12, which contained the unit vector and the ASVAB Business
composite, could be used in the prediction of English course
grades obtained by Juniors for this year.

Juiors 1i98zi. As in the 1984-85 school year, using the
Business composite in the equations resulted in statistically
significant slope diffe ences between the male and female
regression lines. The R change for the Model 7 and Model 8
comparison was approximately .008 (pS.001), with Model 7 being
the best prediction equation for this group's English grade.
Thus, the change in the English grade per unit change in the
ASVAB Business composite was significantly different for these
junior males and females.

J..ng the Business composite score resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
ethnic groups, with this sample including only White and Black
individuals. Thus, Model 12, which contained only the unit
vector and the Business composite score in the prediction
equation, could be used in the prediction of English course grade
for these Juniors.

Seniors 1984-85. The ASVAB Business composite as the aptitude
predictor showed statistically significant intercept differences
in the prediction2 equations for the two senior gender groups and
resulted in an R change of .014 (p,.001) for the Model 8 vs
Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the best
prediction equation for this sample. Using this composite senior
females would be consistently underpredicted in their English
grades if the commo, regression line were used, while senior
males would be consistently overpredicted if a common regression
line were used.
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Using this ASVAB composite score in the equations resulted in
-.no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for

--- >t.he White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group members. Model 12
could be used in the prediction of English course grades obtained
by seniors during this school year.

Qgneral Math

- reshmen 1984-85. This sample, using the Business high school
composite score as the aptitude predictor variable, showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences in the
prediction equations for the two freshmen gender groups or the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic groups. Models 9 or 12,
containing only the unit vector and the Business composite score
in the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of
G'neral Math course grade for these freshmen.

Freshmen 1985-86. For this sample, the results also showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender group members or the White and Black ethnic group members.
Again, Models 9 or 12 could be used in the prediction of General
Math course grade for these freshmen.

Sonhomores 1984-85. This sample also resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender group members or the White, Black and Hispanic ethnic
group members. Models 9 or 12, which contained only the unit
vector and the Business composite score in the prediction
equation, could be used in the prediction of General Math course
grades obtained during this year by sophomores.

jgphorea_19285-8. This sample, using the Business composite
in the equations, showed no statistically significant slope or
intercept differences between gender subgroups or the White and
Black ethnic group members. Thus, Model 9 or 12, containing the
unit vector and the Business composite score, could be used in
predicting General Math course grade for these individuals.

Juniors 1984-85. As in the previous samples, using the
Business high school composite score as the aptitude predictor
variable, showed no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences between the gender or White and Black subgroups.
Again, Models 9 or 12 could be used in the prediction of General
Math course grades obtained in 1984-85 by juniors.

Juniors 1985-6. At first, using this composite with th.s
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. Using the Business high
school composite score as the aptitude predictor variable, the
results showed no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences between the gender or ethnic subgroups. Thus, Model
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9 or 12, containing the unit vectir and the Business composite
score, could be used in predicting General Math course grade for

-these individuals.

Seniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. The results showed no

7 statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender group members. Again, Model 9 could be used in the
prediction of General Math course grades obtained in 1984-85 by
seniors.

The ASVAB Business composite as the aptitude predictor showed
statistically significant intercept differences in the predictio9
equations for the two senior ethnic groups and resulted in an R
change of .042 (pc.01) for the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison.
Therefore, Model 11 would be the best prediction equation for
this sample. Using this composite White seniors would be
consistently underpredicted in their General Math grades if the
common regression line were used, while Black seniors would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Freshmen 1984-85. Using the ASVAB Business composite as the
predictor variable, the results showed statistically significant
intercept differences in the prediction equations for the two
gender groups and resulted in an R change of .015 (p:.001) for
the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be
the best prediction equation for this sample. Using this
composite freshmen females would be consistently underpredicted
in their Algebra grades if the common regression line were used,
while freshmen males would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

Using the Business composite, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
ethnic group members, which in this sample were defined as White
and Nonwhite. Thus, Model 12, which contained only the unit
vecto- and the Business composite score in the prediction
equation, could be used in the prediction of Algebra course grade
for freshmen during this school year.

Freshmen 1985-86. With the Business composite as the aptitude
measure the results showed statistically significant intercept
differences in the prediction equations for th two gender and
ethnic groups. These comparisons resulted in R changes of .015
and .014 (pS.001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 and Model I1 vs
Model 12 tests. Therefore, Models 8 and 11 would be the best
prediction equations for this sample. Using this composite,
freshmen females would be consistently underpredicted in their
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Algebra grades if the common regression line were used, while
freshmen males would be consistently overpredicted if a common

--regression line were used. Conversely, White freshmen would be
consistently underpredicted in their Algebra course grades if the
common regression line were used, while Nonwhite freshmen would
be consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were
used.

Sophomores 1984-85. In this 1984-85 sample, using the
Business high school composite score as the aptitude predictor
variable, the results showed no statistically significant slope
or intercept differences for the gender or ethnic group members,
which in this sample were defined as White and Nonwhite. Again,
Model 9 or 12 could be used in the prediction of Algebra course
grade for sophomores during this school year.

Sophomores 1985-86. In this sample, using the Business high
school composite, the results showed no statistically significant
slope or intercept differences for the gender subgroups or the
White and Nonwhite ethnic group members. Thus, Model 9 or 12,
which contained only the unit vector and the Business composite
score in the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction
of Algebra course grades obtained in 1985-86 by sophomores.

Juniors 1984-85. In this 1984-85 sample, using the Business
high school composite score as the aptitude predictor variable,
the results showed no statistically significant slope or
intercept differences for the gender or ethnic group members,
which in this sample were defined as White and Black. Again,
Model 9 or 12 could be used in the prediction of Algebra course
grade for juniors during this school year.

Juniors 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. Using the ASVAB
Business composite as the predictor variable, the results showed
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the gen'er or ethnic groups. Model 9 or 12 could be used in the
prediction of Algebra course grade for these juniors.

Seniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were stuiied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. Again, using
the Business composite in the equations resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender or ethnic group members, which in this sample were defined
as White and Nonwhite. Thus, Model 9 or 12 could be used in the
prediction of Algebra course grades obtained by seniors in the
1984-85 school year.



Freshmen 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the gender variables in the equations. These
tests resulted in no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences for the gender subgroups or the three ethnic groups.
Thus, Model 9 or 12, containing the unit vector and the Business
high school composite score, could be used in the prediction of
Geometry course grades obtained by freshmen in the 1985-86 school
year.

Soohomores 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the gender variables in the equations. Using
the Business composite in the equations also resulted in no
statistically significant slope of intercept differences for the
gender group or three ethnic groups. Again, Model 9 or 12 could
be used in the prediction of Geometry course grade for these
sophomores.

Sophomores 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. With the Business
composite as the aptitude measure, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender group members. Using this composite, Model 9 could be
used in the prediction of Geometry course grades obtained by
sophomores during this school year.

When the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences, using the Business composite within the equations,
the results showed statistically significant slope differences
between the White and Black regression lines. The R2 change for
the Model 10 and Model 11 comparison was approximately .035
(pS.01), with Model 10 being the best prediction equation for
this sample's Geometry grade. Thus, tbh change in the Geometry
grade per unit change in the ASVAB Business composite was
significantly different for these White and Black sophomores.

Juniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
Gample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equaticas. With the
Business composite as the aptitude measure, the results showed no
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statistically significant slope of intercept differences for the
gender or ethnic group members. Model 9 or 12 could be used in
-the prediction of Geometry course grade for these juniors.

Juniors 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. With the
Business composite as the aptitude measure, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender group members. Thus, Model 9 could be used in the
prediction of Geometry course grades obtained by juniors during
the 1985-86 school year.

When the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences using the Business composite, the results showed
statistically signif icant slope differences for the gender group
members. With an R change of .063 (p<.01) for the Model 10 vs
Model 11 comparison, Model 10 would be the best prediction
equation for Geometry course grade for these juniors. The change
in the Geometry grade per unit change in the ASVAB Business
composite was significantly different for these White and
Nonwhite 3uniors.

Seniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. In this sample,
the Business composite equatios resulted in no statistically
significant slope or intercept differences for the gender group
or ethnic group members. Model 9 or 12 could be used in the
prediction of Geometry course grade for these seniors.

Calculus r

Juniors 1985-86. This was the only Calculus sample which
pousessed more than 50 cases, and only gender group differences
were tested. The Business composite, as the predictor variable,
resulted in no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences for the gender group members. Model 9 could be used
in the prediction of Calculus course grade for these individuals.

£rI112Me 1984-85. using the Business high school composite
with this sample, the results showed statistically significant
differences between the Model 2 vs Model 4 comparison. However,
the Model 2 vs Model 5 comparsion showed that these two models
were not significantly different. Model 5 included the unit
vector, the ' 61.ess score by ethnicity two-way interaction



predictor variables, and the sex by ethnicity two-way interaction
predictor variables. With Model 5 as the best prediction

.. . equation for this sample's General Science grade, no differential
validiy for the gender by Busniess score two-way interaction
predictor variables was evidenced.

Freshmen 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. Using the Business
composite as the aptitude predictor variable resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender group members. Model 9, which contained the unit vector
and the Business composite score, could be used in the prediction
of General Science course grades obtained by freshmen in 1985-86.

When the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences using the Business composite, the results showed
statistically significant slope differences for the gender group
members. With an R change of .036 (p:z.Ol) for tb. Model 10 vs
Model 11 comparison, Model 10 would be the best prediction
equation for General Science course grade for these freshmen.
The change in the General Science grade per unit change in the
ASVAB Business composite was significantly different for these
White and Black freshmen.

e sp18r,4-k5. Ln this 1984-85 sample, using the
Business composite score as the aptitude predictor variable, the
results also showed no statistically significant slope or
intercept differences for the gender group members or the ethnic
group members, which in this sample were White and Nonwhite.
Again, Models 9 or 12 could be used in the prediction of General
Science course grades obtained by sophomores.

Sophomores_1985-A6. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. Using the Business
composite as the aptitude predictor variable resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differen.-es for the
gender group members. Model 9, which contained the unit vector
and the Business composite score, could be used in the prediction
of General Science course grades obtained by sophomores in 1985-
86.

When the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences, using the ".ueiness composite, the results showed
statistically significan. intercept differences between the White
and Black regression lines. The R2 change for the Model 11 and
Model 12 comparison was approximately .055 (p5.01), with Model 11
being the best prediction equation for this sample's General
Science grade. Thus, using thi3 composite, White sophomores



would be consistently underpredicted in their General Science
grados if the common regressior line were used, while Black
sophomores would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

Juniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. Using the Business
composite within the prediction equation resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences between
the male and female regression lines. Again, Model 9 could be
used in the prediction of General Science course grades obtained
by juniors in this school year.

When the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences, using the Business composite, the results showed
statistically significant intercept differences between the White
and Black regression lines. The R change for the Model 11 and
Model 12 comparison was approximately .082 (pS.01), with Model 11
being the best prediction equation for this sample's General
Science grade. Thus, using this composite, White sophomores
would be Lon.istently underpredicted in their General Science -
grades if the common regression line were used, while Black
sophomores would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

Juniors 1985-86. At first, using this comnposite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by riot including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. Again, using
the Business composite within the prediction equation resulted no
in statistically significant intercept differences between the
male and female regression lines. Thus, Model 9 could be used in
the prediction of General Science course grades obtained by
juniors in the 1985-86 school year.

This Business composite prediction equation resulted in
statistically signif iant slope differences for the ethnic group
members. The R change for the Model 10 and Mode! 11
comparison was approximately .025 (p<.01), with Model 10 beine
the beaot prediction equation. The change in the General Sciencoe
grade per unit change int the ASVAB Business compusite was
signif: cantly different for these White and Nonwhit junios.

11 prs 1984-58. This sample tested only for gender group
diffei::nces. Using the Business composite within the prediction
equatio;n resulted in no statistically significant slope our
intt :cept differences between the male and female regressicn
line-. Thus, Model 9 could be used inr the prediction of Geeral
5cienci- course grades obtained by seniors in the 1984-85 hool
year.



Biology I - iI

Freshmen 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender diffe-ences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. Using the
Business composite within the prediction equation resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences between
the gender or ethnic regression lines. Again, Model 9 or 12
could be used in the prediction of Biology course grades obtained
by freshmen in 1984-85.

Freshmen 1985-86. The use of this composite resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences in the prediction
equations for the two freshmen gender groups, with an R change
of .009 (p<.001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison.
Therefore, Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this
sample. Using the Business composite as the predictor variable,
freshmen females would be consistently underpredicted in their
Biology grades if the common regression line were used, while
freshmen males would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
White and Black freshmen, which were the ethnic groups defined in
the prediction equations. Thus, Model 12, which contained only
the unit vector and the Business composite score in the
prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of Biology
course grade for these freshmen.

Sophomores 1984--85. In this 1984-85 sample, using the
Business composite score as the aptitude predic:tor variable, the
results also showed no statistically significant slope or
intercept differences for the gender group members or the ethnic
group members, which in this sample were White, Black and
Hispanic. Again, Models 9 or 12 could be used in the prediction
of Biology course grades obtained by sophomores.

Sophomores 1985-86. At first, using this comiposite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the gender variables in the equations. These
tests resulted statistically significan$ intercept differences
between the gender group members and an R change of .026 (p:.01)
for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would
be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using this
composite, sophomore females would be consistently underpredicted
in their Biology grades if the common regression line were used,
while sophomore males would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.
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Using this ASVAB composite score in the equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the three ethnic groups. Thus, Model 12, which contained only
the unit vector and the Business composite score in the
prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of Biology
course grade for these sophomores during this school year.

Juniors 1984-85. The use of this composite resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences in the
prediction equations for the gender and White and Nonwhite ethnic
groups. Thus, Model 9 or 12, which contained only the unit
vector and the Business composite score in the prediction
equation, could be used in the prediction of Biology course grade
for these juniors.

Juniors 1985-86. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. Using the Business cumposite as the predictcr
variable resulted in statisticallY significant slope differences
for the gender groups. With an R change of .029 (p:.0l) for the
Model 7 vs Model 8 comparison, Model 7 would be the best
prediction equation of Biology course grade for these juniors.
The change in the Biology grade per unit change in the ASVAB
Business composite was significantly different for these male and
female juniors.

Seniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group ditferences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. Using the Business
composite in the equations, the results showed no statistically
significant slope or intercept differences for the gender groups.
Thus, Model 9, which contained only the unit vector and the
Business composite score in the prediction equation, could be
used in the prediction of Biology course grade for these seniors.

The use of this Business composite in the equations resulted
in statistically significant in ercept differences for the two
ethnic group members. With an R change of .061 (p..01) for the
Model 11 vs Model 12 comparisons, Model 11 would be the best
prediction equations for these seniors. Using this composite,
White seniors would be consistently underpredicted in their
Biology grades if the common ragression line were used, while
Black seniors would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

Chemistry I - II

Freshmen 1985-86. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. Using the Business composite in the equations, the
results showed no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences for the gender groups. Thus, Model 9, which
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contained only the unit vector and the Business composite score
in the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of
Chemistry course grade for these freshmen.

Sophomores 1984-85. This sample also tested only for gender
group differences. Again, with the Business composite in the
equations, the results showed no statistically significant slope
or intercept differences for the gender groups. Thus, Model 9,
which contained only the unit vector and the Business composite
score in the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction
of Chemistry course grade for these sophomores.

Sophomores 1985-86. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. Using the Business composite as the predictor
variable, the results indicated statistically sigpificant
intercept differences for the gender groups. With an R change
of .019 (p-.0l) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison, Model 8
would be the best prediction system of Chemistry course grade for
these sophomores. Using this composite, sophomore females would
be consistently underpredicted in their Chemistry grades if the
common regression line were used, while sophomore males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Juniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The use of this
Business composite in the equations resulted in statistically
significant intercept differences for the gender group members.
With R2 change of .022 (p<.0l) for the Model 8 vs Model 9
comparison, Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for
these juniors. Using this composite, junior females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Chemistry grades if the
common regression line were used, while junior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score, the results showed
statistically significant s1ope differences for White and
Nonwhite juniors. With an R change of .027 (pS.01) for the
Model 10 vs Model 11 comparison, Model 10 would be the best
prediction equation of Chemistry course grade for these juniors.
The change in the Chemistry grade per unit change in the ASVAB
Business composite was significantly different for these White
and Nonwhite juniors.

Juniors 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The use of tlbi
composite resulted in .,) statistically significant slope or
ILLu]cept differences for the gender groups or the White and
Nonwhite ethnic groups. Thus, Model 9 or 12, which contained
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only the unit vector and the Business composite score in the
prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of Chemistry
course grade for these juniors.

Seniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. Using the
Business composite, the results showed no statistically
significant slope or intercept differences for the gender or
White and Nonwhite ethnic group members. Model 9 or 12 could be
used in the prediction of Chemistry course grades obtained by
seniors during this school year.

Physics I - II

Juniors 1985-86. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. The use of this composite resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences in the
prediction equations for the gender groups. Model 9 could be
used in the prediction of Physics course grades for these
juniors.

Seniors 1984-85. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. The Business composite equations again resulted in
no statistically significant intercept differences for the gender
groups. Model 9, containing the unit vector and the Business
high school composite score, could be used in the prediction of
Physics course grade for these individuals.

Government and Civics

Freshmen 1984-85. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. The Business composite equations again resulted in
no statistically significant intercept differences for the gender
groups. Model 9, containing the unit vector and the Business
high school composite score, could be used in the prediction of
Government course grade for these individuals.

Sophomore 1984-85. This sample also tested only for gender
group differences. The Business composite equations again
resulted in no statistically significant intercept differences
for the gender groups. Model 9, containing the unit vector and
the Business high school composite score, could be used in the
prediction of Government course grade for these individuals.

Sophomores 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences wcrp investigated by nuL ilmcluding
ethnicity variables in tne prediction equations. Then, the White
and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The Business
composite equations again resulted in no statistically

157



significant intercept differences for the gender groups. Model
9, containing the unit vector and t#e business high school
composite score, could be used in the prediction of Government
course grade for these individuals.

The use of this Business composite in the equations resulted
in statistically significant i:tercept differences for the two
ethnic group members. With R change of .019 (pS.01) for the
Model 11 vs Model 12 comparisons, Model 11 would be the best
prediction equations for these sophomores. Using this composite,
White sophomores would be consistently underpredicted in their
Government grades if the common regression line were used, while
Hispanic sophomores would be consistently overpredicted if a
conunon regression line were used.

Juniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. As in previous
samples, the Business composite equations resulted in no
statistically significant intercept differences for the gender
groups. Model 9, containing the unit vector and the Business
aigh school composite score, could be used in the prediction of
3overnment course grade for these individuals.

The use of this Business composite in the equations again
resulted in statistically significant intercept differences for
,:he ethnic subgroups. With an R2 change of .011 (p .01) for the
Model 11 vs 12 comparison, Model 11 would be the best prediction
equations for these juniors. Using this composite, White juniors
would be consistently underpredicted in their Government grades
if the common regression line were used, while Nonwhite juniors
would be consistently overpredicted if a common regression line
were used.

Juniors 1985-86. Using this ASVAB composite score, the
results showed no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences for gender groups or the White and Black ethnic
groups. Thus, Model 9 or 12, which contained only the unit
vector and the Business composite score in the prediction
equation, could be used in the prediction of Government course
grade for these juniors.

Seniors 1984-85. Similar to some of the previous samples,
using the Business composite score as the aptitude predictor
variable, resulted in no statistically significant intercept
differences for the gender or White and Black ethnic group
members. Again, Models 9 or 12, which contained only thz unit
vector and the Business composite score in the prediction
equation, could be used in the prediction of Government course
grades for these seniors.
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History

Freshmen 1984-85. The use of the ASVAB Business composite as
the aptitude predictor variable showed statistically significant
intercept differences in the prediction equations for the two
freshmen gender groups and resulted in an R change of .008
(p .001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model
8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample. Usinq
this composite as the predictor variable, freshmen females would
be consistently underpredicted in their History grades if the
common regression line were used, while freshmen males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

The use of this ASVAB composite in the equations resulted in
statistically significant slope differences for 2the White, Black
and Hispanic ethnic group members. With anR change of .012
(p<.001) for the Model 10 vs Model 11 comparison, Model 10 would
be the best prediction equation of History course grade for these
freshmen. The change in the History grade per unit change in the
ASVAB Business composite was significantly different for these
White, Black and Hispanic freshmen.

Freshmen 1985-86. This sample, using the Business high school
composite score as the aptitude predictor variable, resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the gender group members or the White and Black ethnic group
members. Thus, Models 9 or 12, which contained only the unit
vector and the Business composite score in the prediction
equation, could be used in the prediction of History course grade
for these freshmen.

Sophomores 1984-85. Using the Business high school composite
score as the aptitude predictor variable, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender group members or the White and Black ethnic group members.
Thus, Models 9 or 12, which contained only the unit vector and
the Business composite score in the prediction equation, could be
used in the prediction of History course grade for these
sophomores.

Sophomores 1985-86. The use of the ASVAB Business composite
as the aptitude predictor variable showed statistically
significant intercept differences in the prediction ecuations for
the two freshmen gender groups and resulted in an R change of
.015 (p .001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore,
Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample.
Using this composite as the predictor variable, sophomore females
would be consistently underpredicted in their History grades if
the common regression line were used, while sophomore males would
be consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were
used.
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The use of this ASVAB composite in the equations resulted in
statistically significant slope differences for the White, Black
and Hispanic ethnic group members. With an R change of .017
(p<.001) for the Model 10 vs Model 11 comparison, Model 10 would
be the best prediction equation of History course grade for these
sophomores. The change in the History grade per unit change in
the ASVAB Business composite was significantly different for
these White, Black and Hispanic sophomores.

Juniors 1984-85. The use of this ASVAB composite in the
equations resulted in statistically significant intercept
differences for gender and the White and Black ethnic group
members. R changes of .007 (p .001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9
and Model 11 vs Model 12 comparisons were evidenced. Therefore,
Models 8 and 11 would be the best prediction equations for this
sample. Using this composite as the predictor variable, junior
females would be consistently underpredicted in their History
grades if the common regression line were used, while junior
males would be consistently overpredicted if the common
regression line were used. Conversely, White juniors would be
consistently underpredicted in their History grades if the common
regression line were used, while Black juniors would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Juniors 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. Using the Business high
school composite score as the aptitude predictor variable, the
results showed statistically significant slope differences in the
prediction equations for the two junior gender groups and
resulted in an R change of .013 (p<.01) for the Model 7 vs Model
8 comparison. Therefore, Model 7 would be the best prediction
equation for this sample. The change in the History grade per
unit change in the Business high school composite was
significantly different for junior males and females.

The use of this ASVAB composite in the equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the White and Black ethnic group members. Thus, Model 12, which
contained only the unit vector and the Business composite score
in the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of
History course grades obtained by juniors during this school
year.

Seniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. The use of the Business
composite in the prediction equations resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender group members. Thus, Model 9, which contained only the
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unit vector and the Businez. composite score in the prediction
equation, could be used in the prediction of History course grede
for these seniors.

Statistically significant intercept differences resulted
between the White and Black ethnic subgroups. With an R change
of .026 (p<.0l) for the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison, Model 11
would be the best prediction system. Thus, if a common
regression line using the Business composite as the aptitude
measure were used in the prediction of History course grade,
White seniors would be consistently underpredicted on this
criterion while Black seniors would be consistently
overpredicted.

Foreign LanQuage

Freshmen 1984-85. After collapsing across ethnic groups and
then collapsing across gender groups, the use of the ASVAB
Business composite as the aptitude predictor variable showed
statistically significant intercept differences in the prediction
equat ions for the two freshmen gender groups. The results showed
an R change of .024 (p<.0l) for the Model 8 vs Model 9
comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the best prediction
equation for this sample. Using this composite as the aptitude
predictor variable, freshmen females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Foreign Language grades if the common
regression line were used, while freshmen males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

The use of this ASVAB composite in the equations resulted in
statistically significant slope differences for the White, Black
and Hispanic ethnic group members. With an R2 change of .010
(p<.Ol) for the Model 10 vs Model 11 comparison, Model 10 would
be the best prediction equation of Foreign Language course grade
for these freshmen. The change in the Foreign Language grade per
unit change in the ASVAB Business composite was significantly
different for these White, Black and Hispanic freshmen.

Freshmen 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the gender variables in the equations. When the
model comparisons were made for gender group differences, using
the Business composite within the equations, the results showed
statistically significant intercept differences between the male
and female regression lines. The R change for the Model 8 and
Model 9 comparison was approximately .024 (p<.01), with Model 8
being the best prediction equation for this sample's Foreign
Language grade. Thus, freshmen females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Foreign Language grades if the common
regression line were used, while freshmen males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.
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When the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences, using the Business composite within the equations,
the results showed no statistically significant slope or
intercept differences between the White, Black and Hispanic
regression lines. Model 12, which contained only the unit vector
and the Business composite score in the prediction equation,
could be used in the prediction of Foreign Language course grades
obtained by freshmen during this school year.

Sophomores 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the gender variables in the equations. When the
model comparisons were made for gender group differences, using
the Math composite within the equations, the results again showed
statistically significant intercept differences between the male
and female regression lines. The R2 change for the Model 8 and
Model 9 comparison was approximately .047 (p<.01), with Model 8
being the best prediction equation for this sample's Foreign
Language grade. Thus, sophomore females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Foreign Language grades if the commor
regression line were used, while sophomore males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

When the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences using of this Business composite in the prediction
equations, the results also showed statistically significant
intercept differences between the White, Black and Hispanic
regression lines. Again, the Business prediction equations
showed statistically significant intercept differences between
the White, Black and Hispanic regression lines. The R change
for the Model 11 and Model 12 comparison was approximately .010
(p<.Ol), with Model 11 being the best prediction equation for
this sample's Foreign Language grade. White and Hispanic
sophomores would be consistently underpredicted in their Foreign
Language grades if the common regression line were used, while
Black sophomores would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

Sophomores 1985-86. Using the ASVAB Business composite as the
aptitude predictor in the equations showed statistically
significant intercept differences in the prediction ecuations for
the two sophomore gender groups and resulted in an R charne of
.032 (p<.001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore,
Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample.
Using this composite sophomore females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Foreign Language grades if the common
regression line were used, while sophomore males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.
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The use of this ASVAB composite score in the prediction
equations resulted in no statistically significant slope or
intercept differences for the White and Nonwhite ethnic group
members. Thus, Model 12, which contained only the unit vector
and the Business composite score in the prediction equation,
could be used in the prediction of Foreign Language course grades
obtained by sophomores during this school year.

Juniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by nct inc.luding
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the gender variables in the equations. The use
of the Business composite as a predictor measure showed
statistically significant intercept differences between the male
and female regression lines. The R2 change for the Model 8 and
Model 9 comparison was approximately .057 (pS.01), with Model 8
being the best prediction equation for this sample's Foreign
Language grade. Thus, using this predictor composite, junior
females would be consistently underpredicted in their Foreign
Language grades if the common regression line were used, while
junior males would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

When the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences, the Business predictor composite resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
ethnic group members. Model 12 could be used in the prediction
of Foreign Language course grades obtained by juniors during this
school year.

Juniors 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variibles in the equations. The Business
prediction equations resulted in no statistically significant
slope or intercept differences for the gender or White and
Hispanic ethnic group members. Thus, Model 9 or 12, which
contained only the unit vector and the Business composite score
in the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of
Foreign Language course grades obtained by juniors during this
school year.

Seniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. Again, the
Business composite prediction equations resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender or two ethnic groups. Model 9 or 12 could be used in the
prediction of Foreign Language course grade for these
individuals.
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Secretary and Office Education

Juniors 1985-86. This sample tested only for White and
Nonwhite ethnic group differences. Using the Business composite
as the aptitude predictor variable, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
ethnic groups. Thus, Model 12, which contained the unit vector
and the ASVAB Business composite, could be used in the prediction
of this course grade for these juniors.

Seniors 1984-85. This sample tested only for White and
Nonwhite ethnic group differences. Again, using the Business
composite prediction equations the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
ethnic groups. Thus, Model 12, which contained the unit vector
and the ASVAB Busir.ass composite, could be used in the prediction
of Secretary and Office course grades obtained by these seniors.

Typing and Word Processing

Freshmen 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
etnnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the gender variables in the equations. The
Business prediction equations resulted in no statistically
significant slope or intercept differences for the gender or
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group members. Thus, Model 9 or
12, which contained only the unit vector and the Business
composite score in the prediction equation, could be used in the
prediction of Typing course grades obtained by freshmen during
this school year.

Freshmen 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. Again, the
Business prediction equations resulted in no statistically
significant slope or intercept differences for the gender or
White and Hispanic ethnic group members. Thus, Model 9 or 12,
which contained only the unit vector and the Business composite
score in the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction
of Typing course grades obtained by freshmen during this school
year.

Sophomores 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethniic group differences were studied
by not including the gender variables in the equations. The
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results again showed statistically significant intercep
differences between the male and female regressi3n lines. The R
change for the Model 8 and Model 9 comparison was approximately
.011 (p..01), with Model 8 being the best prediction equation for
this sample's Typing grade. Thus, using this predictor
composite, sophomore females would be consistently underpredicted
in their Typing grades if the common regression line were used,
while sophomore males would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

Again, when testing for ethnic group differences, the use of
this ASVAB composite in the equations resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group members. Thus, Model 12,
which contained only the unit vector and the Business composite
score in the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction
of Typing course grades obtained by sophomores during this school
year.

Sophomores 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not includi.ng
the gender variables in the equations. The Business prediction
equations showed no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences for the gender or ethnic group members. Again, Model
9 or 12 could be used in the prediction of Typing course grade
for these sophomores.

Juniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. As in the sophomore 1984-
85 sample, the results showed statistically significant intercep
differences between the male and female regression lines. The R
change for the Model 8 and Model 9 comparison was approximately
.032 (p .01), with Model 8 being the best prediction equation for
this sample's Typing grade. Thus, using this predictor
composite, junior females would be consistently underpreicted in
their Typing grades if the common regression line were used,
while junior males would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

Again, when testing for ethnic group differences, the use of
this ASVAB composite in the equations resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
White and Black ethnic group members. Thus, Model 12, which
contained only the unit vector and the Business compositr score
in the prediction equation, could be used in the predic on of
Typing course grades obtained by juniors during this scho, year.

Juniors 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated Ly not including
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ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. As in the
previous samples, the results showed no statistically significant
slope or intercept differences for the gender or White and
Nonwhite ,-thnic group members. Thus, Model 9 or 12, which
contained only the unit vector and the Business composite score
in the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of
Typing course grades obtained by juniors during this school year.

Seniors 1984-85. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. The Business composite equations resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences between
the gender regression lines. Model 9, which contained only the
unit vector and the Business composite score in the prediction
equation, could be used in the prediction of Typing course grades
obtained by seniors during this school year.

Accounting and Bookkeeping

Sophomores 1985-86. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. The use of the ASVAB Business composite as the
predictor variable showed statistically significant intercept
differences in the prediction equations for the two sophomore
gender groups and resulted in an R2 change of .019 (p<.Ol) for
the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be
the best prediction equation for this sample. Using this
composite as the predictor variable, sophomore females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Accounting grades if the
common regression line were used, while sophomore males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Juniors 1984-85. This sample tested for gender group
differences. Again, using the Business composite prediction
equations, the results showed statistically significant intercept
differences in the predictiFn equations for the two junior gender
groups and resulted in an R change of .035 (pi.01) for the Model
8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the best
prediction equation for this sample. Using this composite as the
predictor variable, junior females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Accounting grades if the common
regression line were used, while junior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Juniors 1985-86. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. Using the Business composite prediction equations,
the results showed no statistically significant slope or
intercept differences in the prediction equations for the two
junior gender groups. Thus, Model 9 could be used in the
prediction of Accounting grades obtained by juniors during this
school year.
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Seniors 1984-85. Like the junior samples, this sample tested
for gender group differences. Using the Business composite
prediction equations, the results showed statistically
significant intercept differences in the prediction equations for
the two gender groups and resulted in an R2 change of .023
(p<.Ol) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model
8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using
this composite as the predictor variable, senior females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Accounting grades if the
common regression line were used, while senior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Home Economics

Freshmen 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. The prediction equations
with the ASVAB Business composite showed statistically
significant intercept differences in the prediction eTvuations for
the two freshmen gender groups and resulted in an R change of
.022 (ps.Ol) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore,
Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample.
Using this composite, freshmen females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Home Economics grades if the common
regression line were used, while freshmen males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

When the tests for ethnic group differences were conducted
using the ASVAB Business composite, the results showed
statistically significant intercept differences in the prediction
ecuations for the two ethnic groups. An R2 change of .062
(p5.01) for the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison was evidenced;
and Model 11 could be used in the prediction of Home Economics
course grade for these freshmen. Using this predictor composite,
freshmen Whites would be consistently underpredicted in their
Home Economics grades if the common regression line were used,
while freshmen Blacks would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

Freshmen 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. Using the
Business composite as a predictor variable, the results showed
statistically significant intercept differences for these two
freshmen gender groups and resulted in an R' change of .040
(p<.0l) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model
8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using
this composite as the aptitude measure, freshmen females would be
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consistently underpredicted in their Home Economics grades if the
common regression line were used, while freshmen males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

When the tests for ethnic group differences were conducted
using the ASVAB Business composite, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences in the
prediction equations for the two echnic groups. Model 12 could
be used in the prediction of Home Economics course grade for
these freshmen.

Sophomore 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The prediction
equations with the ASVAB Business composite showed statistically
significant intercept differences in the prediction equations for
the two gender groups and resulted in an R change of .035
(p<.0l) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model
8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using
this composite, sophomore females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Home Economics grades if the common
regression line were used, while sophomore males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

When the tests for ethnic group differences were conducted
using the ASVAB Business composite, the results showed
statistically significant intercept differences in the prediction
equations for the two ethnic groups. An R2 change of .031
(p<.Ol) for the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison was evidenced;
and Model 11 could be used in the prediction of Home Economics
-ourse grade for these sophomores. Using this predictor
mposite, White sophomores would be consistently underpredicted

.Ai their Home Economics grades if the common regression line were
used, while Nonwhite sophomores would be consistently
overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Sophomores 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The use of the
Business composite prediction equations resulted in statistically
significant intercep% differences for the gender group members
and resulted in an R change of .030 (p<.0l) for the Model 8 vs
Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the best
prediction equation for this sample. Using this composite,
sophomore females would be consistently underpredicted in their
Home Economics grades if the common regression line were used,
while sophomore males would be consistently overpredicted if a
con on regression line were used.
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I-,n the tests for ethnic group differences were conducted
uaing the ASVAB Business composite, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences in the
prediction equations for the two ethnic groups. Model 12 could

--be used in the prediction of Home Economics course grade for -

these sophomores.

Juniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic g::oup differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The use of the
Business composite prediction equations resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences in the
prediction equations for the gender or ethnic groups. Model 9
or 12 could be used in the prediction of Home Economics course
grade for these juniors.

Juniors 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. Again, this
sample, using the Business composite equations, resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences for the gender
group members. An R cnange of .077 (p..0l) for the Model 8 vs
Model 9 comparison was evidenced; therefore, Model 8 would be the
best prediction equation for this sample. Using this predictor
composite junior females would be consistently underpredicted in
their Hone Economics grades if the common regression line were
used, while junior males would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

When the tests for ethnic group differences were conducted
using the ASVAB Business composite, the results indicated no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences in the
prediction equations for the two ethnic groups. Model 12 could
be used in the prediction of Home Economics course grade for
these juniors.

Seniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. As in the
junior 1985-86 sample, the Business composite equations resulted
in statistically siggificant intercept differences for the gender
group members. An R change of .030 (p<.01) was obtained for the
Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison; therefore, Model 8 would be the
best prediction equation for this sample. Using this composite
senior females would be consistently underpredicted in their Home
Economics grades 4.f the common regression line were used, while
senior males would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.
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The tests for ethnic group differences were conducted using
the ASVAB Business composite, and the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences in the
prediction equations for the two ethnic groups. Mode. 12 could
be used in the prediction of Home Economics course grade for
these seniors.

Computer Programming

Sophomores 1985-86. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. Using the Business composite as a predictor
variable, the results showed statistically significant intercept
differences for the gender group members. An R change of .034
(p<.Ol) was obtained for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison;
therefore, Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this
sample. Using this composite sophomore females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Computer Programming grades
if the common regression line were used, while sophomore males
would be consistently overpredicted if a common regression line
were used.

Juniors 1984-85. Like the sophomore sample, this sample
tested for gender group differences. However, using the Business
composite as a predictor variable, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender group members. Thus, Model 9, which contained the unit
vector and the Business composite score, could be used in the
prediction of Computer Programming grades for these individuals.

Juniors 1985-86. Collapsing across the ethnic groups, the
model comparisons tested for gender group differences. Using the
Business high school predictor composite, the results showed
statistically significant intercept differences in the predictio2
equations for the two junior gender groups and resulted in an R
change of .049 (p-.0l) for the Model C vs Model 9 comparison.
Therefore, Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this
sample. Using this composite junior females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Computer Programming grades
if the common regression line were used, while junior males would
be consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were
used.

Seniors 1984-85. As in the previous Computer Programming
samples, this sample tested for gender group differences. The
Business composite prediction equations resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender groups. Thus, Model 9, which contained the unit vector
and the ASVAB Business composite, could be used in the prediction
of Computer Programming course grades obtained by seniors for
this year.
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Table 9. Summary of Equity Findings for Prediction of High School
Course Grades by Business & Clerical High School Composite

Course Sex Ethnicity Sex*Ethnicity

English I-IV
Fresh 84-85 NS S I
Fresh 85-86 1 S NS
Soph 84-85 S E NS
Soph 85-86 1 i MS
Jr 84-85 S E uS
Jr 85-86 S E NS
Sr 84-85 1 E NS

General Math
Fresh 84-85 E E MS
Fresh 85-86 E E MS
Soph 84-85 E E MS
Soph 85-86 E E NS
Jr 84-85 E E WS
Jr 85-86 E E MS
Sr 84-85 E I NS

A tgebra
Fresh 84-85 1 E NS
Fresh 85-86 1 1 MS
Soph 84-85 E E NS
Soph 85-86 E E MS
Jr 84-85 E E NS
Jr 85-86 E E MS
Sr 84-85 E E MS

Geometry
Fresh 85-86 E E NS
Soph 84-85 E E MS
Soph 85-86 E S NS
Jr 84-85 E E NS
Jr 85-86 E S MS
Sr 84-85 E E NS

Calculus
Jr 85-86 E NT NS

General Science
Fresh 84-85 NS S I
Fresh 85-86 E S MS
Soph 84-85 E E MS
Soph 85-86 E I MS
Jr 84-85 E I MS
Jr 85-86 E S NS
Sr 84-85 E NT NS

Biology
Fresh 84-85 E E NS
Fresh 85-86 i E NS
Soph 84-85 E E NS
Soph 85-86 1 E MS
Jr 84-85 E E NS
Jr 85-86 S NT NS
Sr 84-85 1 E I NS

E- I MS j
Note. NS = Not significant; I Intercept differences; S Slope

differences; E u Equitable test, no significant slope or intercept
differences found; NT = Not tested due to small sample sizes.
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Table 9. (Continued)

Course Sex Ethnicity Sex*Ethnicity

Chemistry
Fresh 85-86 E NT MS
Soph 84-85 E NT WS
Soph 85-86 1 NT NS
Jr 84-85 1 S MS
Jr 85-86 E E MS
Sr 84-85 E E MS

Physics
Jr 85-86 E MT MS
Sr 84-85 E MT MS

Goverrnent
fresh 84-85 E MT MS
Soph 84-85 E MT MS
Soph 85-86 E W S
Jr 84-85 E N S
Jr 85-86 E E MS
Sr 84-85 E E MS

Hi story
Fresh 84-85 1 S MS
Fresh 85-56 E E MS
Soph 84-85 EE MS
soph 85-86 1 S MS
Jr 84-85 11 MS
Jr 85-86 5 E MS
Sr 84-85 E I MS

Foreign Language
Fresh 84-85 1 5 MS
Fresh 85-86 1 E MS
Soph 84-85 1 1 MS
Soph 85-86 1 E MS
Jr 84-85 1 E MS
Jr 85-86 E E WS
Sr 84-85 E E MS

Secretary &Ofc
Jr 85-86 MT E MS
Sr 84-85 MT E MS

Typing
Fresh 84-85 E E NS
Fresh 85-86 E E MS
Sooh 84-85 1 E MS
Soph 85-86 E E MS
Jr 84-85 1 E MS
Jr 85-86 E E MS
Sr 84-85 E MT MS

Mote. MS = Mot significant; I Intercept differences; S Slope
differences; E a Equitable test, no significant slope or intercept
differences founxd; MT Mat tested due to small seirle sizes.
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Table 9. (Concluded)

Course Sex Ethnicity Sex*Ethnicity

Accounting
Soph 85-86 1 NT NS
Jr 84-85 1 NT NS
Jr 85-86 E NT WS
Sr 154-85 1 NT NS

Home Economics
Fresh 84-85 1 1 MS
Freh 85-86 E MS
Soph 84-85 1 S
Soch 85-86 i E MS
Jr 84-85 E E MS
Jr 85-86 E MS
Sr 84-85 I E NS

Computer Program
Soph 85-86 1 NT NS
Jr 84-85 E NT MS
Jr 85-86 1 NT MS
Sr 84-85 E NT WS

Note. NS = Not significant; I = Intercept differences; S = Slope
differences; E z Equitable test, no significant slope or intercept
differences found; NT z Not teste due to small awpte sizes.

Electronics and Electrical High School Composite

English I - IV

Freshmen 1984-85. Using the Electronics high school composite
with this sample, the results showed no statistically significant
differences between the Model 2 vs Model 4 comparison. Model 4
included the unit vector, the Electronics composite score, and
the sex by ethnicity two-way interaction predictor variables,
with ethnicity membership being defined as White, Black and
Hispanic. With Model 4 as the best prediction equation for this
sample's English grade, no differential validity was evidenced
for the ethnicity by Electronics zcore two-way interaction
variables or the sex by Electronics soore two-way interaction
variables.

Freshmen 1985-86. This composite showed statistically
significant intercept differences in the prediction eyuations for
the two freshmen gender groups and resulted in an R change of
.049 (p<.001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore,
Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample.
Using the Electronics composite as the predictor variable
freshmen females would be consistently underpredicted in their
English grades if the common regression line were used, while
freshmen males would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.
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When the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences, using this ASVAB composite resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences among
the White, Black and Hispanic regression lines. Thus, Model 12,
which contained the unit vector and the Electronics high school
composite score, could be used in the predicti,: of English
grades obtained by freshmen during this school yea

Sophomores 1984-85. When the model comparis, were made for
gender group differences, using the ElectLuni. s composite
resulted in statistically significant slope differences between
the male and female regression lines. The R change for the
Model 7 and Model 8 comparison was approximately .012 (p:.O01),
with Model 7 being the best prediction equation for this group's
English grade. Thus, the change in the English grade per unit
change in the ASVAB Electronics composite was significantly
different for this year's sophomore males and females.

Using this composite score as the aptitude measure resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
White, Black and Hispanic sophomores which were the ethnic groups
defined in the prediction equations. Thus, Model 12, which
contained only the unit vector and the Electronics composite
score in the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction
of English course grade for these sophomores.

Sophomores 1985-86. The model comparisons for gender group
differences using the Electronics high school composite showed
statistically significant slope differences between the male and
female regression lines, with Model 7 as the prediction equation
to be used for this sample. The R2 change for the Model 7 and
Model 8 comparison was approximately .009 (p<.001). Thus, the
change in the English grade per unit change in the ASVAB
Electronics composite was significantly different for these
sophomore males and females.

Statistically significant intercept differences resulted amon
the White, Black and Hispanic ethnic subgroups. With an R
change of .009 (p<.O01) for the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison,
Model 11 would be the best prediction system. Thus, if a common
regression line using the Electronics composite were used in the
prediction of English course grade, White and Hispanic sophomores
would be consistently underpredicted on the criterion while Black
sophomores would be consistently overpredicted.

Juniors 1984-85. When the model comparisons iere made for
gender group differences, using the Electronics high school
composite resulted in statistically significant slope differences
between the male and female regression lines. The R2 change for
the Model 7 and Model 8 comparison was approximately .011
(p:.O01), with Model 7 being the best prediction equation for
this group's English grade. Thus, the change in the English
grade per unit change in the ASVAB Electronics composite was
significantly different for these junior males and females.
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Using this ASVAB composite score as the aptitude predictor
variable resulted in no statistically significant slope or
-intercept differences for White, Black and Hispanic juniors.
Thus, Model 12, which contained only the unit vector and the
Electronics composite score in the prediction equation, could be
used in the prediction of English course grade for these
individuals.

Juniors 1985-86. As in the 1984-85 school year, using the
Electronics high school composite in the equations showed
statistically significant slope differences between the male and
female regression lines. The R2 change for the Model 7 and Model
8 comparison was approximately .009 (pS.001), with Model 7 being
the best prediction equation for English grade. Thus, the change
in the English grade per unit change in the ASVAB Electronics
composite was also significantly different for these junior males
and females.

Again, using this composite score resulted in no statistically
significant slope or intercept differences for the ethnic groups,
with this sample including only White and Black individuals.
Thus, Model 12, which contained only the unit vector and the
Electronics composite score in the prediction equation, could be
used in the prediction of English course grade for these juniors.

Seniors 1984-85. This sample, using the Electronics high
school composite score as the aptitude predictor variable, showed
statistically significant intercept differences in the predictio
equations for the two senior gender groups and resulted in an R
change of .050 (p5.001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison.
Therefore, Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this
sample. Using the Electronics composite as the predictor
variable senior females would be consistently underpredicted in
their English grades if the common regression line were used,
while senior males would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

Using this composite in the prediction equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the gender group members or the White, Black and Hispanic ethnic
group members. Model 12, containing only the unit vector and the
Electronics composite score in the prediction equation, could be
used in the prediction of English course grade for these seniors.

General Math

Freshmen 1984-85. This sample, using the Electronics high
school composite score as the aptitude predictor variable, showed
statistically significant intercept differences in the prediction
euations for the two freshmen gender groups and resulted in an
R change of .013 (p<.001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison.
Therefore, Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this
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sample. Using the Electronics composite as the predictor
variable freshmen females would be consistently underpredicted in
their General Math grades if the common regression line were

-------- :used, while freshmen males would be consistently overpredicted if
a common regression line were used.

Using this composite in the prediction equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the gender group members or the White, Black and Hispanic ethnic
group members. Model 12, containing only the unit vector and the
Electronics composite score in the prediction equation, could be
used in the prediction of General Math course grade for these
freshmen.

Freshmen 1985-86. For this sample, the results also showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender group members or the White and Black ethnic group members.
Models 9 or 12, containing only the unit vector and the
Electronics composite score in the prediction equation, could be
used in the prediction of General Math course grade for these
freshmen.

Sophomores 1984-85. This sample also resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender group members or the White, Black and Hispanic ethnic
group members. Models 9 or 12, which contained only the unit
vector and the Electronics composite score in the prediction
equation, could be used in the prediction of General Math course
grades obtained during this year by sophomores.

Sophomores 1985-86. This sample, using the Electronics
composite in the equations, showed statistically significant
intercept differences between the male and female gender
subgroups. With an R change of .045 (ps.001) for the Model 8 vs
Model 9 comparison, Model 8 would be the best prediction system.
Thus, if a common regression line using the Electronics composite
were used in the prediction of General Math course grade, female
sophomores would be consistently underpredicted on the criterion
while male sophomores would be consistently overpredicted.

The results also showed no statistically significant slope or
intercept differences between the White and Black ethnic group
members regression lines. Thus, Model 12, containing the unit
vector and the Electronics composite score, could be used in
predicting General Math course grade for these individuals.

Juniors 1984-85. In this 1984-85 sample, using the
Electronics high school composite score as the aptitude predictor
variable, showed no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences for the gender or White and Black ethnic group
members. Thus, Models 9 or 12, which contained only the unit
vector and the Electronics composite score in the prediction
equation, could be used in the prediction of General Math course
grades obtained in 1984-85 by juniors.
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Juniors 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
-ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. Using the Electronics
high school composite score as the aptitude predictor variable,
showed statistically significant intercept differences between
the male and female gender subgroups. With an R change of .041
(p:S.01) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison, Model 8 would be
the best prediction system. Thus, if a common regression line
using the Electronics composite were used in the prediction of
General Math course grade, female juniors would be consistently
underpredicted on the criterion while male juniors would be
consistently overpredicted.

Using the Electronics composite as the aptitude predictor
variable resulted in no statistically significant slope or
intercept differences for the ethnic group members. Thus, Model
12, containing the unit vector and the Electronics composite
score, could be used in predicting General Math course grade for
these individuals.

Seniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. The results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender group or ethnic group members. Again, Model 9 or 12 could
be used in the prediction of General Math course grades obtained
in 1984-85 by seniors.

Alqebra

Freshmen 1984-85. Using the ASVAB Electronics composite as
the predictor variable, the results showed statistically
significant intercept differences in the prediction equations for
the two gender groups with an R2 change of .041 (p:.001) for the
Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the
best prediction equation for this sample. Using this composite,
freshmen females would be consistently underpredicted in their
Algebra grades if the common regression line were used, while
freshmen males would be consistently overpredic'-ed if a common
regression line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score in the equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the ethnic group members, which in this sample were defined as
White and Nonwhite. Thus, Model 12, which contained only the
unit vector and the Electronics composite score in the prediction
equation, could be used in the prediction of Algebra course grade
for freshmen during this school year.
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Freshmen 1985-86. With the Electronics composite as the
aptitude measure the results showed statistically significant
intercept differences in the prediction equations for the two
gender groups. These comparisons resulted in R changes of .059
(p<.001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 tests. Therefore, Model 8
would be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using
this composite, freshmen females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Algebra grades if the common regression
line were used, while freshmen males would be consistently
overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score in the equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the ethnic group members, which in this sample were defined as
White and Nonwhite. Thus, Model 12, which contained only the
unit vector and the Electronics composite score in the prediction
equation, could be used in the prediction of Algebra course grade
for freshmen during this school year.

Sophomores 1984-85. In this 1984-85 sample, using the
Electronics high school composite score as the aptitude predictor
variable, the results showed statistically significant intercept
differenFes for the gender group members. These tests resulted
in an R change of .036 (p<.001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9
comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the best prediction
equation for this sample. Using this composite, sophomore
females would be consistently underpredicted in their Algebra
grades if the common regression line were used, while sophomore
males would be consistently overpredicted if a common regression
line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score in the equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the ethnic group members, which in this sample were defined as
White and Nonwhite. Thus, Model 12, which contained only the
unit vector and the Electronics composite score in the prediction
equation, could be used in the prediction of Algebra course grade
for sophomores during this school year.

Sophomores 1985-86. In this sample, using the Electronics
high school composite, the results also showed statistically
significant intercept differeaces for the gender group members.
These tests resulted in an R change of .027 (p:.001) for the
Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the
best prediction equation for this sample. Using this composite,
sophomore females would be consistently underpredicted in their
Algebra grades if the common regressio, line were used, while
sophomore males would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

Using the Electronics composite as the predictor resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the White and Black ethnic group members. Thus, Model 12, which
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contained only the unit vector and the Electronics composite
score in the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction
of Algebra course grades obtained in 1985-86 by sophomores.

Juniors 1984-85. In this 1984-85 sample, using the
Electronics high school composite score as the aptitude predictor
variable, the results showed statistically significant intercept
differenFes for the gender group members. These tests resulted
in an R change of .049 (p<.001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9
comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the best prediction
equation for this sample Using this composite, junior females
would be consistently underpredicted in their Algebra grades if
the common regression line were used, while junior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score in the equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the ethnic group members, which in this sample were defined as
White and Black. Thus, Model 12, which contained only the unit
vector and the Electronics composite score in the prediction
equation, could be used in the prediction of Algebra course grade
for juniors during this school year.

Juniors 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. Using the
Electronics composite as the aptitude predictor resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender g,:oup or ethnic group members. Again, Model 9 or 12 could
be used in the prediction of Algebra :ourse grade for these
juniors.

Seniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. Using the
Electronics composite in the equations resulted in statistically
significant intercept differences for the gender group members.
With an R2 change of .055 (p.Ol) for the Model 8 vs Model 9
comparison, Model 8 would be the best prediction system for these
seniors. Using this composite, senior females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Alqebra grades if the common
regression line were used, while senior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score in the equations resulted in
statistically significant slope differences for the ethnic group
members, hich in this sample were defined as White and Nonwhite.
With an R change of .022 (p .0l) for the Model 10 vs Model 11
comparison, Model 10 would be thc best prediction equation for
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this sample. The change in the Algebra grade per unit change in
the ASVAB Electronics composite was significantly different for
these White and Nonwhite seniors.

Geometry

Freshmen 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black, and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the vender variables in the equations. These
tests resulted in an R change of .019 (p..01) for the Model 8 vs
Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the best
prediction equation for this sample. Using this composite,
freshmen females would be consistently underpredicted in their
Geometry grades if the common regression line were used, while
freshmen males would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

Using the Electronics composite in the prediction equations
resulted in no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences for the three ethnic groups. Thus, Model 12 could be
used in the prediction of Geometry course grades obtained by
freshmen in the 1985-86 school year.

Sophomores 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black, and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the gender variables in the eq ations. Using
the Electronics composite in the equations resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences for the gender
group members. With an R2 change of .030 (p .01) for the Model 8
vs Model 9 comparison, Model 8 would be the best prediction
system for these sophomores. Using this composite, sophomore
females would be consistently underpredicted in their Geometry
grades if the common regression line were used, while sophomore
males would be consistently overpredicted if a common regression
line were used.

As in the Freshmen sample, using the Electronics composite
resulted in no statistically significant slope of intercept
differences for the three ethnic groups. Model 12 could be used
in the prediction of Geometry course grade for these sophomores.

Sophomores 1985-86. At f rst, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. With the Electronics
compos.Lte as the aptitude measure, the results showed
statistically significant intercept differences for the gender
group members. With an R2 change of .040 (p&.01) for the Model 8
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vs Model 9 comparison, Model 8 would be the best prediction
equation for Geometry course grade for these sophomores. Using
this composite, sophomore females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Geometry grades if the common regression
line were used, while sophomore males would be consistently
overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

When the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences, using the Electronics composite within the
equations, the results showed statistically significant slop5
differences between the White and Black regression lines. The R
change for the Model 10 and Model 11 comparison was approximately
.017 (p .01), with Model 10 being the best prediction equation
for this sample's Geometry grade. Thus, the change in the
Geometry grade per unit change in the ASVAB Electronics composite
was significantly different for these White and Black sophomores.

Juniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. With the
Electronics composite as the aptitude measure, the results showed
statistically significant intercept differences for the gender
group members. With an R2 change of .045 (p<.0l) for the Model 8
vs Model 9 comparison, Model 8 would be the best prediction
equation for Geometry course grade for these sophomores. Using
this composite, sophomore females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Geometry grades if the common regression
line were used, while sophomore males would be consistently
overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

As in the Freshmen sample, using the Electronics composite
resulted in no statistically significant slope of intercept
differences for the two ethnic groups. Model 12 could be used in
the prediction of Geometry course grade for these sophomores.

Juniors 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. As in some of
the other Geometry samples, using the Electronics composite in
the prediction equations resulted in statistically significant
intercept differences for the gender group members. With an R
change of .052 (p<.0l) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison,
Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for Geometry course
grade for these juniors. Using this composite, junior females
would be consistently underpredicted in their Geometry grades if
the common regression line were used, while junior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common reqression line were used.
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When the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences, using the Electronics composite, the results showed
statistically significant slope differences between the White and

---Nonwhite regression lines. The R change for the Model 10 and
Model 11 comparison was approximately .040 (pS.01), with Model 10
being the best prediction equation for this sample's Geometry
grade. Thus, the change in the Geometry grade per unit change in
the ASVAB Electronics composite was significantly different for
these White and Nonwhite juniors.

Seniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. In this sample,
the Electronics composite equations resulted in no statistically
significant slope or intercept differences for the gender group
or ethnic group members. Model 9 or 12 could be used in the
prediction of Geometry course grade for these seniors.

Calculus

Juniors 1985-86. This was the only Calculus sample which
possessed more than 50 cases, and only gender group differences
were tested. The Electronics composite, as the predictor
variable, resulted in no statistically significant slope or
intercept differences for the gender group members. Model 9
could be used in the prediction of Calculus course grade for
these individuals.

General Science

Freshmen 1984-85. Using the Electronics high school composite
with this sample, the results showed no statistically significant
differences between the Model 2 vs Model 4 comparison. Model 4
included the unit vector, the Electronics composite score, and
the sex by ethnicity two-way interaction predictor variables,
with ethnicity membership being defined as White, Black and
Hispanic. With Model 4 as the best prediction equation for this
sample's General Science grade, no differential validity was
evidenced for the ethnicity by Electronics score two-way
interaction variables or the sex by Electronics score two-way
interaction variables.

Freshmen 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. Using the Electronics
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composite as the aptitude predictor variable resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender group or ethnic group members. Model 9 or 12, which

......- ontained the unit vector and the Electronics composite score,
could be used in the prediction of General Science course grades
obtained by freshmen in 1985-86.

SODhomores 1984-85. The use of this composite resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences in the prediction
equations for the gender groups, with an R2 change of .032
(p5.001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model
8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using
the Electronics composite as the predictor variable, sophomore
females would be consistently underpredicted in their General
Science grades if the common regression line were used, while
sophomore males would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
White and Nonwhite sophomores, which were the ethnic groups
defined in the prediction equations. Thus, Model 12, which
contained only the unit vector and the Electronics composite
score in the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction
of General Science course grade for these sophomores.

Sophomores 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. The results showed
statistically significant intercept differenceI for the gender
group members. These tests resulted in an R change of .041
(p<.Ol) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model
8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using
this composite, sophomore females would be consistently
underpredicted in their General Science grades if the common
regression line were used, while sophomore males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Using the Electronics composite as the aptitude predictor
variable resulted in no statistically significant slope or
intercept differences for the ethnic group members. Model 12,
which contained the unit vector and the Electronics composite
score, could be used in the prediction of General Science course
grades obtained by sophomores in 1985-86.

Juniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. Using the Electronics
composite within the prediction equation resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences between
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the male and female regression lines. Again, Model 9 could be
used in the prediction of General Science course grades obtained

-.. ---.---..by juniors in this school year.

When the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences, using the Electronics composite, the results showed
statcistically significant intercept differences between the White
-and Black regression lines. The R2 change for the Model 11 and
Model 12 compaLison was approximately .063 (p..01), with Model 11
being the best prediction equation for this sample's General
Science grade. Thus, using this composite, White sophomores
would be consistently underpredicted in their General Science
grades if the common regression line were used, while Black
sophomores would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

Juniors 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. Using the
Electronics composite, the results showed statistically
significant inter - t differences between the male and female
regression lines. The R change for the Model 8 and Model 9
comparison was approximately .026 (p .01), with Model 8 being the
best prediction equation for this sample's General Science grade.
Thus, using this composite, sophomore females would be
consistently underpredicted in their General Science grades if
the common regression line were used, while sophomore males would
be consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were
used.

This Electronics composite prediction equation resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
ethnic group members. Thus, Model 12 could be used in the
prediction of General Science course grades obtained by juniors
in 1985-86.

Seniors 1984-85. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. Using the Electronics composite equation resulted
in no statistically significant slope or intercept differences
for the gender groups. Thus, Model 9, which contained the unit
vector and the ASVAB Math composite, could be used in the
prediction of General Science course grade for these seniors.

Biology I - II

Freshmen 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. Using the
Electronics composite within the prediction equation rt.'.iJted in
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statistically significant intercept differences between the male
and female regression lines. The R2 change for the Model 8 and
Model 9 comparison was approximately .029 (pS.01), with Model 8
being the best prediction equation for this sample's Biology

-------grade. Thus, using this composite, freshmen females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Biology grades if the common
regression line were used, while freshmen males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

This Electronics composite equation also resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
ethnic group members. Again, Model 12 could be used in the
prediction of Biology course grades obtained by freshmen in 1984-
85.

Freshmen 1985-86. The use of this composite resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences in the prediction
equations for the two freshmen gender groups, with an R change
of .044 (p<.001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison.
Therefore, Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this
sample. Using the Electronics composite as the predictor
variable, freshmen females would be consistently underpredicted
in their Biology grades if the common regression line were used,
while freshmen males would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
White and Black freshmen, which were the ethnic groups defined in
the prediction equations. Thus, Model 12, which contained only
the unit vector and the Electronics composite score in the
prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of Biology
course grade for these freshmen.

Sophomores 1984-85. Using the Electronics high school
composite with this sample, the results showed statistically
significant differences between the Model 2 vs Model 4 and the
Model 2 vs Model 5 comparisons. However, the Model 2 vs Model 6
comparsion showed that these two models were not significantly
different. Model 6 included the unit vector, the Electronics
score by sex two-way interaction predictor variables, and the sex
by ethnicity two-way interaction predictor variables. With Model
6 as the best prediction equation for this sample's Biology
grade, no differential validity wzas evidenced for the ethnicity
by Electronics score two-way interaction variables, with
ethnicity being defined as White, Black and Hispanic group
membership.

Sophomores_1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the gender variables in the equations. These
tests resulted statistically significant intercept differences
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between the gender group members and an R2 change of .078 (p:.01)
for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would
be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using this
composite, sophomore females would be consistently underpredicted

. -in their Biology grades if the common regression line were used,
while sophomore males would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score in the equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or interc.;ept differences for
the three ethnic groups. Thus, Model 12, which contained only
the unit vector and the Electronics composite score in the
prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of Biology
course grade for these sophomores during this school year.

Juniors 1984-85. The use of this composite resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences in the2 prediction
equations for the two junior gender groups, with an R change of
.056 (p<.001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore,
Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample.
Using the Electronics composite as the predictor variable, junior
females would be consistently underpredicted in their Biology
grades if the common regression line were used, while junior
males would be consistently overpredicted if a common regression
line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
White and Nonwhite juniors, which were the ethnic groups defined
in the prediction equations. Thus, Model 12, which contained
only the unit vector and the Electronics composite score in the
prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of Biology
course grade for these juniors.

Juniors 1985-86. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. Using the Electronics composite as the predictor
variable resulted in statistically significant intercept
differences for the gender groups. With an R change of .058
(p<.0l) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison, Model 8 would be
the best prediction equation of Biology course grade for these
juniors. Using the Electronics composite as the predictor
variable, junior females would be consistently unu--redicted in
their Biology grades if the common regression liue ,e:- used,
while junior males would be consistently overpreds -....' if a
common regression line were used.

Seniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences uere studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. The use of this
Electronics composite in the equations resulted in statistically
significant intercept differences for the gender members. With
an R change of .047 (p<.Ol) for the Model 8 vs Model 9

186



comparison, Model 8 would be the best prediction equations for
these seniors. Using this composite, senior females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Biology grades if the common
regression line were used, while senior males would be

...........- consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

When the tests for ethnic group differences were conducted
using the Electronics composite as the predictor composite, the
results showed statistically significant intercept differences in
the predition equations for the White and Black ethnic groups,
with an R change of .040 (p .01) for the Model 11 vs Model 12
comparison. Therefore, Model 11 would be the best prediction
equation for this sample. Using the Electronics composite as the
predictor variable, white seniors would be consistently
underpredicted in their Biology grades if the common regression
line were used, while Black seniors would be consistently
overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Chemistry I - II

Freshmen 1985-86. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. Using the Electronics composite in the equations,
the results showed no statistically significant slope or
intercept differences for the gender groups. Thus, Model 9,
which contained only the unit vector and the Electronics
composite score in the prediction equation, could be used in the
prediction of Chemistry course grade for these freshmen.

Sovhomores 1984-85. This sample also tested only for gender
group differences. Again, with the Electronics composite in the
equations, the results showed statistically significant intercept
differences for the gender groups. With an R change of .039
(pS.01) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison, Model 8 could be
used in the prediction of Chemistry course grades obtained by
these sophomores. Sophomore females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Chemistry grades if the common regression
line were used, while sophomore males would be consistently
overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Sophomores 1985-86. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. Using the Electronics composite as the predictor
variable, the results indicated statistically sigpificant
intercept differences for the gender groups. With an R change
of .064 (p:.01) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison, Model 8
would be the best prediction system of Chemistry course grade for
these sophomores. Using this composite, sophomore females would
be consistently underpredicted in their Chemistry grades if the
common regression line were used, while sophomore males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Juniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
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and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The use of this
Electronics composite in the equations resulted in statistically
significant intercept gifferences for the gender and two ethnic
group members. With R changes of .070 and .016 (p .Ol) for the
Model 8 vs Model 9 and the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparisons,
Models 8 and 11 would be the best prediction equations fox these
juniors. Using this composite, junior females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Chemistry grades if the
common regression line were used, while junior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.
Conversely, if a common regression line using the Electronics
composite as the aptitude measure were used in the prediction of
Chemistry course grade, White juniors would be consistently
underpredicted on this criterion while Nonwhite juniors would be
consistently overpredicted.

Juniors 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The use of this
composite resulted in statistically significant intercept
differences in the Prediction equations for the two junior gender
groups, with an R change of .094 (p:.01) for the Model 8 vs
Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the best
prediction equation for this sample. Using the Electronics
composite as the predictor variable, junior females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Chemistry grades if the
common regression line were used, while junior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score, the results again showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
White and Nonwhite juniors, which were the ethnic groups defined
in the prediction equations. Thus, Model 12, which contained
only the unit vector and the Electronics composite score in the
prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of Chemistry
course grade for these juniors.

Seniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. Using the
Electronics composite, the results showed no statistically
significant slope or intercept differences for the gender or
White and Nonwhite ethnic group members. Model 9 or 12 could be
used in the prediction of Chemistry course grades obtained by
seniors during this school year.
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Physics I - II

Juniors 1985-86. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. The use of this composite resulted in statistically
significant intercept differences in the prediction equations for
the two junior gender groups, with an R2change of .048 (p<.01)
for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would
be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using the
Electronics composite as the predictor variable, junior females
would be consistently underpredicted in their Physics grades if
the common regression line were used, while junior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Seniors 1984-85. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. The Electronics composite equations again resulted
in statistically significant intercept differences for the gender
groups. An R change of .073 (p .01) for the Model 8 vs V-del 9
comparison was evidenced; therefore, Model 8 would be the best
prediction equation for this sample. Using the Electronics
composite as the predictor variable, senior females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Physics grades if the common
regression line were used, while senior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Government and Civics

Freshmen 1984-85. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. The Electronics composite prediction equations
resulted in statistically significant intercept differences for
the gender groups. Thus, with an R change of .017 (p .01) for
the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison, Model 8 would be the best
predictor for this group's Government course grade. Freshmen
females would be consistently underpredicted in their Government
grades if the common regression line were used, while freshmen
males would be consistently overpredicted if a common regression
line were used.

Sophomore 1984-85. This sample tested for gender group
differences. Using the Electronics composite as the predictor
variable, the results showed statisticaliy significant intercept
differences for the gender groups. An R change of .047 (p<.01)
for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison was evidenced; therefore,
Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample.
Using the Electronics composite as the predictor variable,
sophomore females would be consistently underpredicted in their
Government grades if the common regression line were used, while
sophomore males would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

Sophomores 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The use of this
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Electronics composite in the equations resulted in statistically
significant intercept lifferences for the gender and two ethnic
group members. With R changes of .043 and .024 (p:.01) for the

.-Model 8 vs Model 9 and the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparisons,
Models 8 and 11 would be the best prediction equations for these
sophomores. Using this composite, sophomore females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Government grades if the
common regression line were used, whilea sophomore males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.
Conversely, if a common regression line using the Electronics
composite as the aptitude measure were used in the prediction of
Government course grade, White sophomores would be consistently
underpredicted on this criterion while Hispanic sophomores would
be consistently overpredicted.

Juniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. However, the
use of this Electronics composite in the equations resulted in
statistically significa!t intercept differences for only the
gender subgroup. With R change of .042 (p:.01) for the Model 8
vs Model 9 comparison, Model 8 would be the best prediction
equation for these juniors. Using this composite, junior females
would be consistently underpredicted in their Government grades
if the common regression line were used, while junior males would
be consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were
used.

Using this ASVAB composite score, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
White and Nonwhite juniors, which were the ethnic groups defined
in the prediction equations. Thus, Model 12, which contained
only the unit vector and the Electronics composite score in the
prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of
Government course grade for these juniors.

Juniors 1985-86. This sample, using the Electronics high
school composite score as the aptitude predictor variable,
resulted in statistically significant intercept differences for
the gender group members. With an R change of .049 (p:.001) for
the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison, Model 8 was the best
prediction equation for this sample. Using this composite,
junior females would be consistently underpredicted in their
Government grades if the common regression line were used, while
junior males would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
White and Black juniors, which were the ethnic groups defined in
the prediction equations. Thus, Model 12, which contained only
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the unit vector and the Electronics composite score in the
prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of
Government course grade for these juniors.

Seniors 1984-85. Similar to some of the previous samples,
using the Electronics composite score as the aptitude predictor
variable, resulted in statistically significant intercept
differences for the gender group members. With R change of .028
(p .001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison, Model 8 would be
the best prediction equation for these seniors. Using this
composite, senior females would be consistently underpredicted in
their Government grades if the common regression line were used,
while senior males would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

When ethnic group differences were investigated using this
composite, the results showed no statistically significant slope
or intercept differences for the White and Black ethnic group
members. Again, Model 12, which contained only the unit vector
and the Electronics composite score in the prediction equation,
could be used in the prediction of Government course grades for
these seniors.

History

Freshmen 1984-85. The use of the ASVAB Electronics composite
as the aptitude predictor variable showed statistically
significant intercept differences in the prediction evuations for
the two freshmen gender groups and resulted in an R change of
.046 (p<.001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore,
Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample.
Using this composite as the predictor variable, freshmen females
would be consistently underpredicted in their History grades if
the common regression line were used, while freshmen males would
be consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were
used.

The use of this ASVAB composite in the equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group members. Thus, Model
12, which contained only the unit vector and the Electronics
composite score in the prediction equation, could be used in the
prediction of History course grades obtained by freshmen during
this school year.

Freshmen 1985-86. This sample, using the Electronics high
school composite score as the aptitude predictor variable,
resulted in statistically significant intercept differences in
the prediction eqYations for the two freshmen gender groups and
resulted in an R change of .020 (pS.001) for the Model 8 vs
Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the best
prediction equation for this sample. Using this composite as the
predictor variable, freshmen females would be consistently
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underpredicted in their History grades if the common regression
line were used, while freshmen males would be consistently
overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

The use of this ASVAB composite in the equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the White and Black ethnic group members. Thus, Model 12, which
contained only the unit vector and the Electronics composite
score in the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction
of History course grades obtained by freshmen during this school
year.

Sophomores 1984-85. Using the Electronics high school
composite score as the aptitude predictor variable, the results
showed statistically significant intercept differences in the
prediction equations for the two sophomore gender groups and
resulted in an R2 change of .033 (p .001) for the Model 8 vs
Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the best
prediction equation for this sample. Using this composite as the
predictor variable, sophomore females would be consistently
underpreec-ited in their History grades if the common regression
line wei used, while sophomore males would be consistently
overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Again, the use of this ASVAB composite in the equations
resulted in no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences for the White and Black ethnic group members. Thus,
Model 12, which contained only the unit vector and the
Electronics composite score in the prediction equation, could be
used in the prediction of History course grades obtained by
sophomores during this school year.

Sophomores 1985-86. The use of this composite resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences in the prediction
equations for the gender groups, with an R2 change of .032
(p<.001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model
8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using
the Electronics composite as the predictor variable, sophomore
females would be consistently underpredicted in their History
grades if the common regression line were used, while sophomore
males would be consistently overpredicted if a common regression
line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
White, Black and Hispanic sophomores, which were the ethnic
groups defined in the prediction equations. Thus, Model 12,
which contained only the unit vector and the Electronics
composite score in the prediction equation, could be used in the
prediction of History course grade for these sophomores.

Juniors 1984-85. Like the 1985-86 freshmen sample, this
sample, using the Electronics high school composite score as the
aptitude predictor variable, resulted in statistically
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significant intercept differences in the prediction equations for
the two junior gender groups and resulted in an R change of .053
(p:.O01) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 coiaparison. Therefore, Model
8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using
this composite as the predictor variable, junior females would be
consistently underpredicted in their History grades if the common
regression line were used, while junior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Again, the use of this ASVAB composite in the equations
resulted in no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences for the White and Black ethnic group members. Thus,
Model 12, which contained only the unit vector and the
Electronics composite score in the prediction equation, could be
used in the prediction of History course grades obtained by
juniors during this school year.

Juniors 1985-86. At firzt, using this composice with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not inluding
the gender variables in the equations. Using the Elec-ronics
high school con,,osite score as the aptitude predictor variable,
the results showed statistically significant slope differences in
the prediction quations for the two junior gender groups and
resulted in an RS change of .013 (p .01) for the Model 7 vs Model
8 comparison. Therefore, Model 7 would be the best prediction
equation for this sample. The change in the History grade per
unit change in the Electronics high school composite was
significantly different for freshmen males and females.

The use of this ASVAB composite in the equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the White and Black ethnic group members. Thus, Model 12, which
contained only the unit vector and the Electronics composite
score in the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction
of History course grades obtained by juniors during this school
year.

Seniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables 5n the equations. The use of the
Electronics composite in the prediction equations result- in
statistically significant intercept differences for the gender
group members. An R) change of .026 (p<.01) for the Model 8 vs
Model 9 comparison was evidenced. Therefore, Model 8 would be
the best prediction equation for this sample. Using this
composite as the predictor variable, senior females would be
consistently underpredicted in their History grades if the common
regression line were used, while senior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.
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Statistically significant intercept differences also Iesulted
between the White and Black ethnic subgroups. With an R change
of .023 (p .Ol) for the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison, Model 11
would be the best prediction system. Thus, if a common
regression line using the Electronics composite as the aptitude
measure were used in the prediction of History course grade,
White seniors would be consistently underpredicted on this
criterion while Black seniors would be consistently
overpredicted.

Foreign Languaqe

Freshmen 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the gender variables in the equations. The use
of the ASVAB Electrc-.ics composite as the aptitude predictor
variable showed statistically significant intercept differences
in the prediction equat 'ons for the two freshmen gender groups.
The results showed an R change of .077 (p:.01) for the Model 8
vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the best
prediction equation for this sample. Using this composite as the
aptitude predictor variable, freshmen females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Foreign Language grades if
the common regression line were used, while freshmen males would
be consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were
used.

The use of this ASVAB composite score in the equations also
resulted in statistically significant intercept differences in
the prediction equations fo5 the White, Black and Hispanic ethnic
groups and resulted in an R change of .020 (p..01) for the Model
11 vs Model 12 comparison. Therefore, Model 11 would be the best
prediction equation for this sample. Using this composite as the
aptitude predictor variable, White and Hispanic freshmen would be
consistently underpredicted in their Foreign Language grades if
the common regression line were used, while Black freshmen would
be consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were
used.

Freshmen 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethniity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the gender variables in the equations. When the
model comparisons were made for gender group differences, using
the Electronics composite within the equations, the results
showed statistically significant intercept differences between
the male and female regression lines. The R change for the
Model 8 and Model 9 comparison was approximately .067 (p<.01),
with Model 8 being the best prediction equation for this sample's
Foreign Language grade. Thus, freshmen females would be
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consistently underpredicted in their Foreign Language grades if
the common regression line were used, while freshmen males would
be consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were

..-- used.

When the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences, using the Electronics composite within the
equations, the results showed statistically significant slope
differences b~tween the White, Black and Hispanic regression
lines. The R change for the Model 10 and Model 11 comparison
was approximately .010 (p<.01), with Model 10 being the best
prediction equation for this sample's Foreign Language grade.
Thus, the change in the Foreign Language grade per unit change in
the ASVAB Electronics composite was significantly different for
these White, Black and Hispanic freshmen.

Sophomores 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black, and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the gender variables in the equations. When the
model comparisons were made for gender group differences, using
the Electronics composite within the equations, the results again
showed statistically significant intercept differences between
the male and female regression lines. The R change for the
Model 8 and Model 9 comparison was approximately .104 (p_.Ol),
with Model 8 being the best prediction equation for this sample's
Foreign Language grade. Thus, sophomore females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Foreign Language grades if
the common regression line were used, while sophomore males would
be consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were
used.

When the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences using of this Electronics composite in the prediction
equations, the tesults also showed statistically significant
intercept differences between the White, Black and Hispanic
regression lines. Again, the Electronics prediction equations
showed statistically significant intercept differences between
the White, Black and Hispanic regression lines. The R change

for the Model 11 and Model 12 comparison was approximately .011
(p<.0l), with Model 11 being the best prediction equation for
this sample's Foreign Language grade. White and Hispanic
sophomores would be consistently underpredicted in their Foreign
Language grades if the common regression line were used, while
Black sophomores would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

Sophomores 1985-86. Using the ASVAB Electronics composite as
the aptitude predictor in the equations showed statistically
significant intercept differences in the prediction e uations for

the two sophomore gender groups and resulted in an R change of
.079 (p<.Ol) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore,
Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample.
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Using this composite sophomore females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Foreign Language grades if the common
regression line were used, while sophomore males would be

- consistently overpredicted if a common regressioi, line were used.

The use of this ASVAB composite score in the prediction
equations resulted in no statistically significant slope or
intercept differences for the White and Nonwhite ethnic group
members. Thus, Model 12, which contained only the unit vector
and the Electronics composite score in the prediction equation,
could be used in the prediction of Foreign Language course grades
obtained by sophomores during this school year.

JunioXs 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including -
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the gender variables in the equations. The use
of the Electronics composite as a predictor measure showed
statistically significant intercept differences between the male
and female regression lines. The R2 change for the Model 8 and
Model 9 comparison was approximately .108 (p5.01), with Model 8
being the best prediction equation for this sample's Foreign
Language grade. Thus, using this predictor composite, junior
females would be consistently underpredicted in their Foreign
Language grades if the common regression line were used, while
junior males would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

When the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences, the Electronics predictor composite also resulted in
statistically significapt intercept differences for the ethnic
group members. The R change for the Model 11 vs Model 12
comparison was .023 (p<.01); therefore, Model 11 would be the
best prediction equation for these juniors' Foreign Language
course grade. Using this composite White and Hispanic juniors
would be consistently underpredicted in their Foreign Language
grades if the common regression line were used, while Black
juniors would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

Juniors 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the genAder variables in the equations. The Electronics
prediction equations resulted in statistically significant
intercept differences between the male and female regression
lines. The R2 change for the Model 8 and Model 9 comparison was
approximately .071 (p<.01), with Model 8 being the best
prediction equation for this sample's Foreign Language grade.
Thus, using this predictor composite, junior females would be
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consistently underpredicted in their Foreign Language grades if
the common regression line were used, while junior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

When testing for ethnic group differences, the use of this
ASVAB composite in the equations resulted in no statistically

- significant slope or intercept differences for the White and
----- Hispanic ethnic group members. Thus, Model 12, which contained

only the unit vector and the Electronics composite score in the
-prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of Foreign

* 7 :Language course grades obtained by juniors during this school
year.

Seniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. Again, the
-Electronics prediction equations resulted in statistically
significant intercept differences between the male and female
regression lines. The R change for the Model 8 and Model 9
comparison was approximately .031 (p:.01), with Model 8 being the
best prediction equation for this sample's Foreign Language
grade. Thus, using this predictor composite, senior females
would be consistently underpredicted in their Foreign Language
grades if the common regression line were used, while senior
males would be consistently overpredicted if a common regression
line were used.

The Electronics composite prediction equations resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
two ethnic groups. Model 12 could be used in the prediction of
Foreign Language course grade for these individuals.

Secretary and Office Education

Juniors 1985-86. This sample tested only for White and
Nonwhite ethnic group differences. Using the Electronics
composite as the aptitude predictor variable, the results showed
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the ethnic groups. Thus, Model 12, which contained the unit
vector and the ASVAB Electronics composite, could be used in the
prediction of this course grade for these juniors.

Seniors 1984-85. This sample tested only for White and
Nonwhite ethnic group differences. Again, using the Electronics
composite prediction equations the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
ethnic groups. Thus, Model 12, which contained the unit vector
and the ASVAB Electronics composite, could be used in the
prediction of Secretary and Office course grades obtained by
these seniors.
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Typing-and Word Processin

Freshmen 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the gender variables in the equations. The
Electronics prediction equations resulted in stitistically
significant intercept diferences be sen the &ale a,l female
regression lines. The R change, for the M'Aodel 8 and Model 9
comparison was approximately .027, <.C'), with Moar 1 8 Ieing the
best prediction equation for this sample's Iypiin. grade. Thus,
using this predictor composite, fres4en females eould be
consistently underpredicted in their TjP 4- '-; zrAde - f f' a common
regression line were used, while fr(., 4n males w uld be
consistently overpredicted if a commo re- zsion line ie~e 1 ed.

When testing for ethnic group diLterencco3, -/ e up, of thls
ASVAB composite in the equations ro5-ulted in nc r.4.4-.sticd
significant slope or intercept differ nn.- <Dr th Nhnte, BI-.;x
and Hispanic ethnic g-oup members. lku ., ti.-el 12 which
contained only the unit vecto. an". the .ect.oni -j corVosite
score in the prediction equation, could be ,7sed in the prediction
of Typing course grades obtained by fresb ,en "ring this school
year.

Freshmen 1985-86. At first, using ''.s composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The Electronics
prediction equations resulted in statistically significant
intercept differences between the male and female regression
lines. The R change for the Model 8 and Model 9 comparison was
approximately .040 (p<. 01), with Model 8 being the best
prediction equation for this sample's Typing grade. Thus, using
this predictor composite, freshmen females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Typing grades if the common regression
line were used, while freshmen males would be consistently
overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

When testing for ethnic group differences, the use of this
ASVAB composite in the equations resulted in no statistically
significant slope or intercept differences for the White and
Hispanic ethnic group members. Thus, Model 12, which contained
only the unit vector and the Electronics composite score in the
prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of Typing
course grades obtained by freshmen during this school year.

SoDhomores 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
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by not including the gender variables in the equations. The
results again showed statistically significant intercept
differences between the male and female regression lines. The R'

. change for the Model 8 and Model 9 comparison was approximately
.065 (ps.01), with Model 8 being the best prediction equation for
this sample's Typing grade. Thus, using this predictor
composite, sophomore females would be consistently underpredicted
in their Typing grades if the common regression line were used,
while sophomore males would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

Again, when testing for ethnic group differences, the use of
this ASVAB composite in the equations resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group members. Thus, Model 12,
which contained only the unit vector and the Electronics
composite score in the prediction equation, could be used in the
prediction of Typing course grades obtained by sophomores during
this school year.

Sophomores 1985-8E. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. The Electronics
prediction equations showed statistically significant slop5
differences between the male and female regression lines. The R
change for the Model 7 and Model 8 comparison was approximately
.014 (p<.01), with Model 7 being the best prediction equation for
this sample's Typing grade. The change in the Typing grade per
unit change in the Electronics high school composite was
significantly different for sophomore males and females.

Using the Electronics composite as the aptitude predictor
variable, the results showed no statistically significant slope
or intercept differences for the ethnic group members. Again,
Model 12 could be used in the prediction of Typing course grade
for these sophomores.

Juniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. As in the sophomore 1984-
85 sample, the results showed statistically significant intercep
differences between the male and female regression lines. The R
change for the Model 8 and Model 9 comparison was approximately
.090 (p<.01), with Model 8 being the best prediction equation for
this sample's Typing grade. Thus, using this predictor
composite, junior females would be consistently underpredicted in
their Typing grades if the common regression line were used,
while junior males would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.
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Again, when testing for ethnic group differences, the use of
this ASVAB composite in the equations resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the

---------- White and Black ethnic group members. Thus, Model 12, which
contained only the unit vector and the Electronics composite
score in the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction
of Typing course grades obtained by juniors during this school
year.

Juniors 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. As in the
previous sample, the results showed statistically significant
intercept diferences between the male and female regression
lines. The R change for the Model 8 and Model 9 comparison was
approximately .055 (p_<.01) , with Model 8 being the best
prediction equation for this sample's Typing grade. Thus, using
this predictor composite, junior females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Typing grades if the common regression
line were used, while junior males would be consistently
overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Again, when testing for ethnic group differences, the use of
this ASVAB composite in the equations resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
White and Nonwhite ethnic group members. Thus, Model 12, which
contained only the unit vector and the Electronics composite
score in the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction
of Typing course grades obtained by juniors during this school
year.

Seniors 1984-85. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. The Electronics composite equations resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences between the male2
and female regression lines. The R change for the Model 8 and
Model 9 comparison was approximately .048 (p<.01), with Model 8
being the best prediction equation for this sample's Typing
grade. Thus, using this predictor composite, senior females
would be consistently underpredicted in their Typing grades if
the common regrersion line were used, while senior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Accounting and Bookkeepina

Sophomores 1985-86. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. The use of the ASVAB Electronics composite as the
predictor variable showed statistically significant intercept
differences in the prediction equations for the two sophomore
gender groups and resulted in an R2 change of .067 (p<.01) for
the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be
the best prediction equation for this sample. Using this
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composite as the predictor variable, sophomore females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Accounting grades if the
common regression line were used, while sophomore males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regressio, line were used.

Juniors 1984-85. This sample tested for gender group
differences. Again, using the Electronics composite prediction
equations, the results showed statistically significant intercept
differences in the predicti on equations for the two junior gender
groups and resulted in an R' change of .137 (p<.0l) for the Model
8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the best
prediction equation for this sample. Using this composite as the
predictor variable, junior females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Accounting grades if the common
regression line were used, while junior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Juniors 1985-86. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. As in the previous sample, using the Electronics
composite prediction equations, the results showed statistically
significant intercept differences in the prediction equations for
the two junior gender groups and resulted in an R change of .058
(p<.Ol) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model
8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using
this composite as the predictor variable, junior females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Accounting grades if the
common regression line were used, while junior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Seniors 1984-85. Like the junior samples, this sample tested
for gender group differences. Using the Electronics composite
prediction equations, the results showed statistically
significant intercept differences in the prediction equations for
the two gender groups and resulted in an R change of .067
(p<.0l) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model
8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using
this composite as the predictor variable, senior females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Accounting grades if the
common regression line were used, while senior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Home Economics

Freshmen 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by -)t including
the gender variables in the equations. The prediction equations
with the ASVAB Electronics composite showed statistically
significant intercept differences in the prediction equations for
the two freshmen gender groups and resulted in an R change of
.062 (p<.Ol) for the Mode]. 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore,
Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample.
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Using this composite, freshmen females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Home Economics grades if the common
regression line were used, while freshmen males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

When the tests for ethnic group differences were conducted
using the ASVAB Electronics composite, the results showed
statistically significant intercept differences in the prediction

-equations for the two ethnic groups. An R2 change of .066
(p .Ol) for the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison was evidenced;
and Model 11 could be used in the prediction cf Home Economics
course grade for these freshmen. Using this predictor composite,
freshmen Whites would be consistently underpredicted in their
Home Economics grades if the common regression line were used,
while freshmen Blacks would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

Freshmen 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. Using the
Electronics composite as a predictor variable, the results showed
statistically significant intercept differencss for these two
freshmen gender groups and resulted in an R change of .079
(p .0l) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model
8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using
this composite as the aptitude measure, freshmwn females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Home r-nomics grades if the
common regression line were used, while freshmen males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

When the tests for ethnic group differences were conducted
using the ASVAB Electronics composite, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences in the
prediction equations for the two ethnic groups. Model 12 could
be used in the prediction of Home Economics course grade for
these freshmen.

Sophomore 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The prediction
equations with the ASVAB Electronics composite showed
statistically significant intercept differences in the prydiction
equations for the two gender groups and resulted in an R change
of .071 (p:.01) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison.
Therefore, Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this
sample. Using this composite, sophomore females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Home Economics grades if the
common regression line were used, while sophomore males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.
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When the tests for ethnic group differences were conducted
using the ASVAB Electronics composite, the results showed
statistically significant intercept differences 2in the prediction
equations for the two ethnic groups. An R change of .035

.. (ps.01) for the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison was evidenced;
and Model 11 could be used in the prediction of Home Economics
course grade for these sophomores. Using this predictor
composite, White sophomores would be consistently underpredicted
in their Home Economics grades if the common regression line were
used, while Nonwhite sophomores would be consistently
overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Sophomores 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The use of the
Electronics composite prediction equations resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences for the gender
group members and resulted in an R2 change of .084 (p .01) for
the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be
the best prediction equation for this sample. Using this
composite, sophomore females would be consistently underpredicted
in their Home Economics grades if the common regression line were
used, while sophomore males would be consistently overpredicted
if a common regression line were used.

When the tests for ethnic group differences were conducted
using the ASVAB Electronics composite, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences in the
prediction equations for the two ethnic groups. Model 12 could
be used in the prediction of Home Economics course grade for
these sophomores.

Juniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The use of the
Electronics composite prediction equations resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences for the gender
group members and resulted in an R2 change of .046 (p:.01) for
the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be
the best prediction equation for this sample. Using this
composite, junior females would be consistently underpredicted in
their Home Economics grades if the common regression line were
used, while junior males would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

When the tests for ethnic group differences were conducted
using the ASVAB Electronics composite, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences in the
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prediction equations for the two ethnic groups. Model 12 could
be used in the prediction of Home Economics course grade for
these juniors.

Juniors 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. Again, this
sample, using the Electronics composite equations, resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences for the gender
group members. An R change of .144 (p:.01) for the Model 8 vs
Model 9 comparison was evidenced; therefore, Model 8 would be the
best prediction equation for this sample. Using this predictor
composite junior females would be consistently underpredicted in
their Home Economics grades if the common regression line were
used, while junior males would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

When the tests for ethnic group differences were conducted
using the ASVAB Electronics composite, the results indicated no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences in the
prediction equations for the two ethnic groups. Model 12 could
be used in the prediction of Home Economics course grade for
these juniors.

Seniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. As in the
junior 1985-86 sample, the Electronics composite equations
resulted in statistically signifiSant intercept differences for
the gender group members. An R change of .059 (p:.01) was
obtained for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison; therefore, Model
8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using
this composite senior females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Home Economics grades if the common
regression line were used, while senior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

The tests for ethnic group differences were conducted using
the ASVAB Electronics composit., and the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences in the
prediction equations for the two ethnic groups. Model 12 could
be used in the prediction of Home Economics course grade for
these seniors.

Computer Programming

Sophomores 1985-86. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. Using the Electronics composite as a predictor
variable, the results showed statistically significant intercept
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differences for the gender group members. An R2 change of .104

(p<.Ol) was obtained for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison;
therefore, Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this
sample. Using this composite sophomore females would be
consistently underpredicted in thei. Computer Programming grades
if the common regression line were 'sed, while sophomore males
would be consistently overpredicted i. a common regression line
were used.

Juniors 1984-85. Like the sophomore sample, this sample
tested for gender group differences. Again, using the
Electronics composite as a predictor variable, the results showed
statistically signi icant intercept differences for the gender
group members. An R change of .049 (p .01) was obtained for the
Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison; therefore, Model 8 would be the
best prediction equation for this sample. Using this composite
junior females would be consistently underpredicted in their
Computer Programming grades if the common regression line were
used, while junior males would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

Juniors 1985-86. The model comparisons tested only for gender
group differences. Usin the ASVAB Electronics predictor
composite, the results showed statistically significant intercept
differences in the prediction equations for the two junior gender
groups and resulted in an R change of .133 (p..01) for the Model
8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the best
prediction equation for this sample. Using this composite junior
females would be consistently underpredicted in their Computer
Programming grades if the common regression line were used, while
junior males would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

Seniors 1984-85. As in the previous Computer Programming
samples, this sample tested for gender group differences. The
Electronics composite prediction equations resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender groups. Thus, Model 9, which contained the unit vector
and the ASVAB Electronics composite, could be used in the
prediction of Computer Programming course grades obtained by
seniors for this year.
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Table 10. Sjumry of Fquity Findings for Prediction of High School
Course Grades by Electronics High School Cormposite

Course Sex Ethnicity Sex*Ethnicity

English I-IV
Fresh 84-85 NS NS I
Fresh 85-86 1 E WS
Soph 84-85 S E NS
Soph 85-86 S I NS
Jr 84-85 S E MS
Jr 85-86 S E MS
Sr 84-85 1 E NS

General Math
Fresh 84-85 1 E NS
Fresh 85-86 E E NS
Soph 84-85 E E MS
Soph 85-86 I E MS
Jr 84-85 E E MS
Jr 85-86 I E NS
Sr 84-85 E E NS

Algebra
Fresh 84-85 1 E MS
Fresh 35-86 I E MS
Soph 84-85 1 E NS
Soph 85-86 1 E NS
Jr 84-85 1 E MS
Jr 85-86 E E NS
Sr 84-Bb i S MS

Geometry
Fresh 85-86 1 E NS
Soph 84-85 1 E NS
Sch 85-86 1 s MS
Jr 84-85 1 E NS
Jr 85-86 1 S NS
Sr 84-85 E E MS

Calculus
Jr 85-86 ENT NS

General Science
Fresh 84-05 NS NS I
F resh 85-•86> E E N S

Soh 84, -85 1 E MS
Soph 85 -86 1 E NS

Jr 84-85 E I NS(
Jr 85-86 1 E NS

Sr 84-85 E NT NS

Biology
Fresh 84-85 1 E NS

Fresh 85-86 1 E NS
soph 84-85 s NS I
Soph 85-86 1 E NS
J r 84-85 1 E NS
Jr 85-86 l NT NS
Sr 84-85 1 1 NS

N21e. WS m- Not significant; I Intercept differences; S =Slop

differercePq; E - Equitable test, no significant slope or intercept
differences found; NT = Not tested due to smart sanpte sizes.
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Table 10. (Continued)

Course Sex Ethnicity Sex*Ethnicity

Chemistry
Fresh 85-86 E NT NS
Soph 84-85 1 NT NS
Soph 85-86 1 NT NS
Jr 84-81 I ! NS
Jr 85-86 1 E NS
Sr 84-85 E E WS

Physics
Jr 85-86 1 NT uS
Sr 84-85 1 NT MS

Goverrment
Fresh 84-85 1 NT MS
Soph 84-85 1 NT NS
Soph 85-86 I 1 WS
Jr 84-85 1 E NS
Jr 85-86 1 E MS
Sr 84-85 I E NS

History
Fresh 84-85 1 E NS
Fresh 85-86 I E MS
Soph 84-85 I E NS
So . 85-86 I E NS
Jr 84-85 i E MS
Jr 85-86 S E MS
Sr 84-85 1 1 MS

Foreign Language
Fresh 84-85 1 i NS
Fresh 85-86 1 S NS
Soph 84-85 I I NS
Soph 85-86 1 E NS
Jr 84-85 I 1 NS
Jr 85-86 I E NS
Sr 84-85 I E NS

Sec.,:tary & Ofc
Jr 85-86 NT E MS
Sr 84-85 NT E NS

Typing
Fresh 84-85 1 E MS
Fresh 85-86 1 E MS
Soph 84-85 1 E NS
Soph 85-86 s E NS
Jr 84-85 I E NS
Jr 85-86 1 E NS
Sr 84-85 I NT MS

Accounting
Soph 85-86 1 NT WS
Jr 84-85 I NT MS
Jr 85-86 I WT
Sr 84-85 1 NT JN_

Note. NS = Not significant; I Intercept differences; S = Slope
differences; E = EquitabLe test, no significant slope or intercept
differences found; NT = Not tested due to small samite sizes.
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Table 10. (ConAt.aded)

Course SLx Ethnicity j ex*Ethnicity

Home Economics
Fresh 84-85 I I MS
Fresh 85-86 I E MS
Soph 84-85 I I MS
Soph 85-86 1 E MS
.r 84-85 I E NS

Jr 85-86 1 E NS
Sr 84-85 1 E NS

Computer Progrm
Soph 85-86 | NT MS
Jr 84-85 I UT NS
Jr 85 86 I NT NS
Sr 84-85 E NT NS

Note. NS a Not significant; I Intercept differences; S = Slope
differences; E = Equitable test, no significant slope or intercept
differences found; NT = Not tested due to smaLL sampte sizes.

Health. Social and Technical High School Composite

Enclish I - IV

Freshmen 1984-85. Using the Health high school composite with
this sample, the results showed no statistically significant
differences between the Model 2 vs Model 4 comparison. Model 4
included the unit vector, the Health composite score, and the sex
by ethnicity two-way interaction predictor variables, with
ethnicity membership being defined as White, Black and Hispanic.
With Model 4 as the best prediction equation for this sample's
English grade, no differential validity was evidenced for the
ethnicity by Health score two-way interaction variables or the
sex by Health score two-way interaction variables.

Freshmen 1985-86. This composite showed statistically
significant intercept differences in the prediction e uations for
the two freshmen gender groups and resulted in an R change of
.048 (p<.O01) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore,
Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample.
Using the Health composite as the predictor variable freshmen
females would be ionsistently underpredicted in their English
grades if the common regression line were used, while freshmen
males would be consistently overpredicted if a common regression
line were used.

When the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences, using this ASVAB composite resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences among
the White, Black and Hispanic regression lines. Thus, Model 12,
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which contained the unit vector and the Health high school
composite score, could be used in the prediction of English
grades obtained by freshmen during this school year.

SoDhomores 1984-85. When the model comparisons were made for
gender group differences, using the Health composite resulted in
statistically significant slope differences between the male and
female regression lines. The R2 change for the Model 7 and Model
8 comparison was approximately .010 (p .001), with Model 7 being
the best prediction equation for this group's English grade.
Thus, the change in the English grade per unit change in the
ASVAB Health composite was significantly different for this
year's sophomore males and females.

Using this composite score as the aptitude measure resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
White, Black and Hispanic sophomores which were the ethnic groups
defined in the prediction equations. Thus, Model 12, which
contained only the unit vector and the Health composite score in
the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of
English course grade for these sophomores.

Sophomores 1985-86. The model comparisons for gender group
differences using the Health high school composite showed
statistically significant slope differences between the male and
female regression lines, with Model 7 as the prediction equation
to be used for this sample. The R2 change for the Model 7 and
Model 8 comparison was approximately .010 (p:.001). Thus, the
change in the English grade per unit change in the ASVAB Health
composite was significantly different for these sophomore males
and females.

Statistically significant intercept differences resulted among
the White, Black and Hispanic ethnic subgroups. With an R
change of .009 (p.00l) for the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison,
Model 11 would be the best prediction system. Thus, if a common
regression line using the Health composite were used in the
prediction of English course grade, White and Hispanic sophomores
would be consistently underpredicted on the criterion while Black
sophomores would be consistently overpredicted.

Juniors 1984-85. When the model comparisons were made for
gender group differences, using the Health high school composite
resulted in statistically significant slope differences between
the male and female regression lines. The R change for the
Model 7 and Model 8 comparison was approximately .009 (pS.001),
with Model 7 being the best prediction equaticn for this group's
English grade. Thus, the change in the English grade per unit
change in the ASVAB Health composite was significantly different
for these junior males and females.

Using this ASVAB composite score as the aptitude predictor
variable resulted in no statistically significant slope or
intercept differences for White, Black ard Hispanic juniors.
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Thus, Model 12, which contained only the unit vector and the
Health composite score in the prediction equation, could h used
in the prediction of English course grade for these indiviuua-

Juniors 1985-86. As ir, the 1984-85 school year, using the
Health high school composite in the equations showed
statistically significant slope differences between the male and
female regression lines. The R2 change for the Model 7 and Model
8 comparison was approximately .009 (p .001), with Model 7 being
the best prediction equation for English grade. Thus, the change
in the English grade per unit change in the ASVAB Health
composite was also significantly different for these junior males
and females.

Again, using this composite score resulted in no statistically
significant slope or intercept differences for the ethnic groups,
with this sample including only White and Black individuals.
Thus, Model 12, which contained only the unit vector and the
Health composite score in the prediction equation, could be used
in the prediction of English course grade for these juniors.

Seniors 1984-85. This sample, using the Health high school
composite score as the aptitude predictor variable, showed
statistically significant intercept differences in the predictio
equations for the two senior gender groups and resulted in an R
change of .043 (p<.001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison.
Therefore, Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this
sample. Using the Health composite as the predictor variable
senior females would be consistently underpredicted in their
English grades if the common regression line were used, while
senior males would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

Using this composite in the prediction equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the gender group members or the White, Black and Hispanic ethnic
group members. Model 12, containing only the unit vector and the
Health composite score in the prediction equation, could be used
in the prediction of English course grade for these seniors.

General Math

Freshmen 1984-85. This sample, using the Health high school
composite score as the aptitude predictor variable, showed
statistically significant intercept differences in the prediction
eguations for the two freshmen gender groups and resulted in an
R change of .012 (p<.001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison.
Therefore, Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this
sample. Using the Health composite as the predictor variable
freshmen females would be consistently underi'redicted in their
General Math grades if the common regression line were used,
while freshmen males would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.
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Using this composite in the prediction equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the gender group members or the White, Black and Hispanic ethnic
group members. Model 12, containing only the unit vector and the
Health composite score in the predicticn equation, could be used
in the prediction of General Math course grade for these
freshmen.

Freshmen 1985-86. For this sample, the results showed no
.statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender group members or the White and Black ethnic group members.
Models 9 or 12, containing only the unit vector and the Health
composite score in the prediction equation, could be used in the
-prediction of General Math course grade for these freshmen.

Sophomores 1984-85. This sample also resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender group members or the White, Black and Hispanic ethnic
group members. Models 9 or 12, which contained only the unit
vector and the Health composite score in the prediction equation,
could be used in the prediction of General Math course grades
obtained during this year by sophomores.

Sophomores 1985-86. This sample, using the Health composite
in the equations, showed statistically significant intercept
diffeences between the male and female gender subgroups. With
an R change of .042 (p .001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9
comparison, Model 8 would be the best prediction system. Thus,
if a common regression line using the Health composite were used
in the prediction of General Math course grade, female sophomores
would be consistently underpredicted on the criterion while male
sophomores would be consistently overpredicted.

The results also showed no statistically significant slope or
intercept differences between the White and Black ethnic group
members regression lines. Thus, Model 12, containing the unit
vector and the Health composite score, could be used in
predicting General Math course grade for these individuals.

Juniors 1984-85. In this 1984-85 sample, using the Health
high school composite score as the aptitude predictor variable,
showed no statietically significant slope or intercept
differences for the gender or White and Black ethnic group
members. Thus, Models 9 or 12, which contained only the unit
vector and the Health composite score in the prediction equation,
could be used in the prediction of General Math cocrse grades
obtained in 1934-85 by juniors.

Juniors 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. Using the Health high
school composite score as the aptitude predictor variable, showed
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statistically significant intercept diff rences between the male
and female gender subgroups. With an R change of .040 (p<.01)
-. for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison, Model 8 would be the best
prediction system. Thus, if a common regression line using the
Health composite were used in the prediction of General Math
course grade, female juniors would be consistently underpredicted

-----on the criterion while male juniors would be consistently
-overpredicted.

Using the Health composite as the aptitude predictor variable
resulted in no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences for the ethnic group members. Thus, Model 12,
containing the unit vector and the Health composite score, could

.-be used in predicting General Math course grade for these
individuals.

Seniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. The results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender group or ethnic group members. Again, Model 9 or 12 could
be used in the prediction of General Math course grades obtained
in 1984-85 by seniors.

Algebra

Freshmen 1984-85. Using the ASVAB Health composite as the
predictor variable, the results showed statistically significant
intercept differences in the prediction equations for the two
gender groups and resulted in an R change of .057 (p .001) for
the Model 8 vs Model 9 cimparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be
the best prediction equation for this sample. Using this
composite freshmen females would be consistently underpredicted
in their Algebra grades if the common regression line were used,
while freshmen males would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

Using the Health composite, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
ethnic group members, which in this sample were defined as White
and Nonwhite. Thus, Model 12, which contained only the unit
vector and the Health composite score in the prediction equation,
could be used in the prediction of Algebra course grade for
freshmen during this school year.

Freshmen 1985-86. With the Health composite as the aptitude
measure the results showed statistically significant intercept
differences in the prediction equations f~r the two gender
groups. These comparisons resulted in R changes of .058
(p<.001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 tests. Therefore, Model 8
would be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using
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this composite, freshmen females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Algebra grades if the common regression
.line were used, while freshmen males would be consistently
overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score in the equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the ethnic group members, which in this sample were defined as
White and Nonwhite. Thus, Model 12, which contained only the
unit vector and the Health composite score in the prediction
equation, could be used in the prediction of Algebra course grade
for freshmen during this s-hool year.

Sophomores 1984-85. In this 1984-85 sample, using the Health
high school composite score as the aptitude predictor variable,
the results showed statistically significant intercept
differenFes for the gender group members. These tests resulted
in an R change of .036 (p<.001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9
comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the best prediction
equation for this sample. Using this composite, sophomore
females would be consistently underpredicted in their Algebra
grades if the common regression line were used, while sophomore
males would be consistently overpredicted if a common regression
line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score in the equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the ethnic group members, which in this sample were defined as
White and Nonwhite. Thus, Model 12, which contained only the
unit vector and the Health composite score in the prediction
equation, could be used in the prediction of Algebra course grade

for sophomores during this school year.

Sophomores 1985-86. In this sample, using the Health high
school composite, the results also showed statistically
significant intercept differeaces for the gender group members.
These tests resulted in an R change of .026 (pS.001) for the
Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the
best prediction equation for this sample. Using this composite,
sophomore females would be consistently underpredicted in their
Algebra grades if the common regression line were used, while
sophomore males wouli be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

Using the Health composite as the predictor resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
White and Black ethnic group members. Thus, Model 12, which
contained only the unit vector and the Health composite score in
the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of
Algebra course grades obtained in 1985-86 by sophomores.

Juniors 1984-85. In this 1984-85 sample, using the Health
high school composite score as the aptitude predictor variable,
the results showed statistically significant intercept

213



differenFes for the gender group members. These tests resulted
in an R change of .047 (p..001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9
comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the best prediction
equation for this sample. Using this composite, junior females-- would be consistently underpredicted in their Algebra grades if
the common regression line were used, while junior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score in the equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the ethnic group members, which in this sample were defined as
White and Black. Thus, Model 12, which contained only the unit
vector and the Health composite score in the prediction equation,
could be used in the prediction of Algebra course grade for
juniors during this school year.

Juniors 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. Using the
Health composite as the aptitude predictor resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender group or ethnic group members. Again, Model 9 or 12 could
be used in the prediction of Algebra course grade for these
juniors.

Seniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. Using the
Health composite in the equations resulted in statistically
significant intercept differences for the gender group members.
With an R change of .050 (p<.01) for the Model 8 vs Model 9
comparison, Model 8 would be the best prediction system for these
seniors. Using this composite, senior females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Algebra grades if the common
regression line were used, while senior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score in the equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the ethnic group members, which in this sample were defined as
White and Nonwhite. Thus, Model 12 could be used in the
prediction of Algebra course grades obtained by seniors in the
1984-85 school year.

Geometry

Freshmen 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
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White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the Yender variables in the equations. These
tests resulted in an R change of .019 (p..01) for the Model 8 vs

__Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the best
prediction equation for this sample. Using this composite,
freshmen females would be consistently underpredicted in their
Geometry grades if the common regression line were used, while
freshmen males would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

Using the Health composite in the prediction equations
resulted in no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences for the three ethnic groups. Thus, Model 12 could be
used in the prediction of Geometry course grades obtained by
freshmen in the 1985-86 school year.

Sophomores 1984-8. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the gender variables in the equations. Using
the Health composite in the equations resulted in statistically
significant intercept differences for the gender group members.
With an R2 change of .024 (p<.O1) for the Model 8 vs Model 9
comparison, Model 8 would be the best prediction system for these
sophomores. Using this composite, sophomore females would be
consiEtently underpredicted in their Geometry grades if the
common regression line were used, while sophomore males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

As in the Freshmen sample, using the Health composite resulted
in no statistically significant slope of intercept differences
for the three ethnic groups. Model 12 could be used in the
prediction of Geometry course grade for these sophomores.

Sophomores 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. With the Health composite
as the aptitude measure, the results showed statistically
significant intercept differences for the gender group members.
With an R change of .045 (p .0l) for the Model 8 vs Model 9
comparison, Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for
Geometry course grade for these sophomores. Using this
composite, sophomore females would be consistently underpredicted
in their Geometry grades if the common regression line were used,
while sophomore males would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

When the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences, using the Health composite within the equations, the
results showed statistically significant slope differences
between the White and Black regression lines. The R2 change for
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the Model 10 and Model 11 comparison was approximately .015
(pS.01), with Model 10 being the best prediction equation for
this sample's Geometry grade. Thus, the change in the Geometry

,.........grade per unit change in the ASVAB Health composite was
significantly different for these White and Black sophomores.

Juniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
-_sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. With the Health
composite as the aptitude measure, the results showed
statistically significant intercept differences for the gender
group members. With an R2 change of .041 (p<.01) for the Model 8
vs Model 9 comparison, Model 8 would be the best prediction
equation for Geometry ccurse grade for these sophomores. Using
this composite, sophomore females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Geometry grades if the common regression
line were used, while sophomore males would be consistently
overpre. Lcted if a common regression line were used.

As in the Freshmen sample, using the Health composite resulted
in no statistically significant slope of intercept differences
for the three ethnic groups. Model 12 could be used in the
prediction of Geometry course grade for these sophomores.

Juniors 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. With the Health
composite as the aptitude measure, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender group members. Thus, Model 9 could be used in the
prediction of Geometry course grades obtained by juniors during
the 1985-86 school year.

When the moael comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences using the Health composite, the results showed
statistical ly signif icant slope differences for the gender group
members. With an R change of .043 (p<.01) for the Model 10 vs
Model 11 comparison, Model 10 would be the best prediction
equation for Geometry course grade for these juniors. The change
in the Geometry grade per unit change in the ASVAB Health
composite was significantly different for these White and
Nonwhite juniors.

Seniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differerces were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. In this sample,
the Health composite equations resulted in no statistically
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significant slope or intercept differences for the gender group
or ethnic group members. Model 9 or 12 could be used in the
prediction of Geometry course grade for these seniors.

Calculus

Juniors 1985-86. This was the only Calculus sample which
possessed more than 50 cases, and only gender group differences
were tested. The Health composite, as the predictor variable,
resulted in no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences for the gender group members. Model 9 could be used
in the prediction of Calculus course grade for these individuals.

General Science

Freshmen 1984-85. Using the Health high school composite with
this sample, the results showed no statistically significant
differences between the Model 2 vs Model 4 comparison. Model 4
included the unit vector, the Health composite score, and the sex
by ethnicity two-way interaction predictor variables, with
ethnicity membership being defined as White, Black and Hispanic.
With Model 4 as the best prediction equation for this sample's
General Science grade, no differential validity was evidenced for
the ethnicity by Health score two-way interaction variables or
the sex by Health score two-way interaction variables.

Freshmen 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. Using the Health
composite as the aptitude predictor variable resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender group or ethnic group members. Model 9 or 12, which
contained the unit vector and the Health composite score, could
be used in the prediction of General Science course grades
obtained by freshmen in 1985-86.

Sophomores 1984-85. In this 1984-85 sample, using the Health
high school composite score as the aptitude predictor variable,
the results showed statistically significant intercept
differenFes for the gender group members. These tests resulted
in an R change of .051 (p<.001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9
comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the best prediction
equation for this sample. Using this composite, sophomore
females would be consistently underpredicted in their General
Science grades if the common regression line were used, while
sophomore males would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.
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Using this ASVAB composite score in the equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the ethnic group members, which in this sample were defined as

---White and Nonwhite. Thus, Model 12, which contained only the
unit vector and the Health composite score in the prediction
equation, could be used in the prediction of General Science
course grade for these sophomores during this school year.

Sophomores 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. The results showed
statistically significant intercept differenceg for the gender
group members. These tes*..s resulted in an R change of .035
(p<.Ol) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model
8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using
this composite, sophomore females would be consistently
underpredicted in their General Science grades if the common
regression line were used, while sophomore males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Using the Health composite as the aptitude predictor variable
resulted in no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences for the ethnic group members. Model 12, which
contained the unit vector and the Health composite score, could
be used in the prediction of General Science course grades
obtained by sophomores in 1985-86.

Juniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. Using the Health
composite within the prediction equation resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences between
the male and female regression lines. Again, Model 9 could be
used in the prediction of General Science course grades obtained
by juniors in this school year.

When the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences, using the Health composite, the results showed
statistically significant intercept differences between the White
and Black regression lines. The R2 change for the Model 11 and
Model 12 comparison was approximately .053 (p..01), with Model 11
being the best prediction equation for this sample's General
Science grade. Thus, using this composite, White sophomores
would be consistently underpredicted in their General Science
grades if the common regression line were used, while Black
sophomores would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.
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Juniors 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
-and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. Using the
Health composite, the results showed statistically significant
intercept differences between the male and female regression
lines. The R change for the Model 8 and Model 9 comparison was
approximately .027 (p .01), with Model 8 being the best
prediction equation for this sample's General Science grade.
Thus, using this composite, sophomore females would be
consistently underpredicted in their General Science grades if
the common regression line were used, while sophomore males would
be consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were
used.

.,is Health composite prediction equation resulted in no
stQcistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
ethnic group members. Thus, Model 12 could be used in the
prediction of General Science course grades obtained by juniors
in 1985-86.

Seniors 1984-85. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. Using the Health composite equation resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender groups. Thus, Model 9, which contained the unit vector
and the ASVAB Math composite, could be used in the prediction of
General Science course grade for these seniors.

Biologv I - Ij

Freshmen 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. Using the
Health composite within the prediction equation resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences between the male
and female regression lines. The R2 change for the Model 8 ar4
Model 9 comparison was approximately .030 (pS.01), with Model 8
being the best prediction equation for this sample's Biology
grade. Thus, using this composite, freshmen females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Biology grades if the common
regression line were used, while freshmen males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

This Health composite equation also resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
ethnic group members. Again, Model 12 could be used in the
prediction of Biology course grades obtained by freshmen in 1984-
85.
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Freshmen 1985-86. The use of this composite resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences in the prdiction
equations for the two freshmen gender groups, with an R change
-of .043 (p<.001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison.
Therefore, Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this
sample. Using the Health composite as the predictor variable,
freshmen females would be consistently underpredicted in their
Biology grades if the common regression line were used, while
freshmen males would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
White and Black freshmen, which were the ethnic groups defined in
the prediction equations. Thus, Model 12, which contained only
the unit vector and the Health composite score in the prediction
equation, could be used in the prediction of Biology course grade
for these freshmen.

Sophomores 1984-85. The use of this composite with this
sample also resulted in statistically rignificant intercept
differences in the presiction equations for the two freshmen
gender groups, with an R change of .018 (p..001) for the Model 8
vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the best
prediction equation for this sample. Using the Health composite
6s the predictor variable, sophomore females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Biology grades if the common
regression line were used, while sophomore males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

When the tests for ethnic group differences were conducted
using the Health composite as the predictor composite, the
results showed statistically significant intercept differences in
the prediction equtions for the White, Black and Hispanic ethnic
groups, with an R change of .017 (p:.001) for the Model 11 vs
Model 12 comparison. Therefore, Model 11 would be the best
prediction equation for this sample. Using the Health composite
as the predictor variable, Black and Hispanic sophomores would be
consistently underpredicted in their Biology grades if the common
regression line were used, while White sophomores would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Sophomores 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the gender variables in the equations. These
tests resulted statistically significan$ intercept differences
between the gender group members and an R change of .069 (pS.01)
for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would
be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using this
composite, sophomore females would be consistently underpredicted
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in their Biology grades if the common regression line were used,
while sophomore males would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score in the equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the three ethnic groups. Thus, Model 12, which contained only
the unit vector and the Health composite score in the prediction
equation, could be usea in the prediction of Biology course grade
for these sophomores during this school year.

Junioi-s 1984-85. The usc of this composite resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences in the prediction
equations for the two junior gender groups, with an R2 change of
.048 (pS.001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore,
Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample.
Using the Health composite as the predictor variable-, junior
females would be consistently underpredicted in their Biology
grades if the common regression line were used, while junior
males would be consistently overpredicted if a common regression
line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
White and Nonwhite juniors, whizh were the ethnic groups defined
in the prediction equations. Thus, Model 12, which contained
only the unit vector and the Health composite score in the
prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of Biology
course grade for these juniors.

Juniors 1985-86. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. Using the Health composite as the predictor
variable resulted in statistically significant intercept
differences for the gender groups. With an R change of .068
(p<.ol) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison, Model 8 would be
the best prediction equation of Biology course grade for these
juniors. Using the Health composite as the predictor variable,
junior females would be consistently underpredicted in their
Biology grades if the common regression line were used, while
junior males would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

Seniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. The use of this Health
composite in the equations resulted in statistically sigpificant
istercept differences for the gender members. With an R' change
of .050 (p<.0l) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison, Model 8
would be the best prediction equations for these seniors. Using
this composite, senior females would be consistently
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underpredicted in their Biology grades if the common regression
line were used, while senior males would be consistently
overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

When the tests or ethnic group differences were conducted
using the Health composite as the predictor composite, the
results showed statistically significant intercept differences in
the predi tion equations for the White and Black ethnic groups,
with an RS change of .039 (p:.01) for the Model 11 vs Model 12
comparison. Therefore, Model 11 would be the best prediction
equation for this sample. Using the Health composite as the
predictor variable, White seniors would be consistently
underpredicted in their Biology grades if the common regression
line were used, while Black seniors would be consistently
overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Cbemistry I - II

Freshmen 1985-86. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. Using the Health composite in the equations, the
results showed statistically si nificant intercept differences
for the gender groups. With an R change of .046 (p:.01) for the
Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison, Model 8 would be the best
prediction equation of Chemistry course grade for these freshmen.
Using the Health composite as the predictor variable, freshmen
females would be consistently underpredicted in their Chemistry
grades if the common regression line were used, while freshmen
males would be consistently overpredicted if a common regression
line were used.

Sophomores 1984-85. This sample also tested only for gender
group differences. Again, with the Health composite in the
equations, the results showed statistically significant intercept
differences for the gender groups. With an R change of .040
(p<.0l) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison, Model 8 could be
used in the prediction of Chemistry course grades obtained by
these sophomores. Sophomore females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Chemistry grades if the common regression
line were used, while sophomore males would be consistently
overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

SoDhomores 1985-86. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. Using the Health composite as the predictor
variable, the results indicated statistically sigpificant
intercept differences for the gender groups. With an R change
of .059 (p<.Ol) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison, Model 8
would be the best prediction system of Chemistry course grade for
these sophomores. Using this composite, sophomore females would
be consistently underpredicted in their Chemistry grades if the
common regression line were used, while sophomore males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.
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Juniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The use of this
Health composite in the equations resulted in statistically
significant intercept ifferences for the gender and two ethnic
group rembers. With R changes of .072 and .016 (p..01) for the
Model 8 vs Model 9 and the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparisons,
Models 8 and 11 would be the best prediction equations for these
juniors. Using this composite, junior females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Chemistry grades if the
common regression line were used, while junior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.
Conversely, if a common regression line using the Health
composite as the aptitude measure were used in the prediction of
Chemistry course grade, White juniors would be consistently
underpredicted on this criterion while Nonwhite juniors would be
consistently overpredicted.

Juniors 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The use of this
composite resulted in statistically significant intercept
differences in the Prediction equations for the two junior gender
groups, with an R change of .081 (pS.01) for the Model 8 vs
Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the best
prediction equation for this sample. Using the Health composite
as the predictor variable, junior females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Chemistry grades if the common regression
line were used, while junior males would be consistently
overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score, the results again showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
White and Nonwhite juniors, which were the ethnic groups defined
in the prediction equations. Thus, Model 12, which contained
only the unit vector and the Health composite score in the
prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of Chemistry
course grade for these juniors.

Seniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. Using the
Health composite, the results showed no statistically significant
slope or intercept differences for the gender or White and
Nonwhite ethnic group members. Model 9 or 12 could be used in
the prediction of Chemistry course grades obtained by seniors
during this school year.
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Physics I - II

Juniors 1985-86. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. The use of this composite resulted in statistically
significant intercept differences in the prediction equations for
the two junior gender groups, with an R change of .051 (p:.01)
for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would
be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using the
Health composite as the predictor variable, junior females would
be consistently underpredicted in their Physics grades if the
common regression line were used, while junior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Seniors 1984-85. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. The Health composite equations again resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences for the gender
groups. An R change of .071 (p<.Ol) for the Model 8 vs Model 9
comparison was evidenced; therefore, Model 8 would be the best
prediction equation for this sample. Using the Health composite
as the predictor variable, senior females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Physics grades if the common regression
line were used, while senior males would be consistently
overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Government and Civics

Freshmen 1984-85. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. The Health composite prediction equations resulted
in statistically significant intercept differences for the gender
groups. Thus, with an R change of .020 (p .01) for the Model 8
vs Model 9 comparison, Model 8 would be the best predictor for
this group's Government course grade. Freshmen females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Government grades if the
common regression line were used, while freshmen males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Sophomore 1984-85. This sample also tested for gender group
differences. Using the Health composite as the predictor
variable, the results showed statisticaliy significant intercept
differences for the gender groups. An R change of .045 (pS.01)
for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison was evidenced; therefore,
Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample.
Using the Health composite as the predictor variable, sophomore
females would be consistently underpredicted in their Government
grades if the common regression line were used, while sophomore
males would be consistently overpredicted if a common regression
line were used.

Sophomores 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied by not
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including the gender variables in the equations. The use of this
Health composite in the equations resulted in statistically
significant intercept gifferences for the gender arid two ethnic
group members. With R changes of .040 and .022 (pS.01) for the

.. Model 8 vs Model L and the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparisons,
Models 8 and 11 would be the best prediction equations for these
sophomores. Using this composite, sophomore females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Government grades if the
common regression line were used, while sophomore males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.
Conversely, if a common regression line using the Health
composite as the aptitude measure were used in the prediction of
Government course grade, White sophomores would be consistently
underpredicted on this criterion while Hispanic sophomores would
be consistently overpredicted.

Juniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. However, the
use of this Health composite in the equations resulted in
statistically significa!nt intercept differences for only the
gender subgroup. With R change of .039 (p .01) for the Model 8
vs Model 9 comparison, Model 8 would be the best prediction
equation for these juniors. Using this composite, junior females
would be consistently underpredicted in their Government grades
if the common regression line were used, while junior males would
be consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were
used.

Using this ASVAB composite score, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
White and Nonwhite juniors, which were the ethnic groups defined
in the prediction equations. Thus, Model 12, which contained
only the unit vector and the Health composite score in the
prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of
Government course grade for these juniors.

Jmniors 1985-86. This sample, using the Health high school
composite score as the aptitude predictor variable, resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences for the gender
group members. With an R change of .049 (pS.001) for the Model
8 vs Model 9 comparison, Model 8 was the best prediction equation
for this sample. Using this composite, junior females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Government grades if the
common regression line were used, while junior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
White and Black juniors, which were the ethnic groups defined in
the prediction equations. Thus, Model 12, which contained only
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the unit vector and the Health composite score in the prediction
equation, could be used in the prediction of Government course
grade for these juniors.

Seniors 1984-85. Similar to some of the previous samples,
using the Health composite score as the aptitude predictor
variable, resulted in statistically significant intercept
differences for the gender group members. With R change of .024
(p..O01) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison, Model 8 would be
the best prediction equation for these seniors. Using this
composite, senior females would be consistently unerpredicted in
their Government grades if the common regression line were used,
while senior males would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

When ethnic group differences were investigated using this
composite, the results showed no statistically significant slope
or intercept differences for the White and Black ethnic group
members. Again, Model 12, which contained only the unit vector
and the Health composite score in the prediction equation, could
be used in the prediction of Government course grades for these
seniors.

History

Freshmen 1984-85. The use of the ASVAB Health composite as
the aptitude predictor variable showed statistically significant
intercept differences in the prediction equations for the two
freshmen gender groups and resulted in an R change of .050
(p<.001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model
8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using
this composite as the predictor variable, freshmen females would
be consistently underpredicted in their History grades if the
common regression line were used, while freshmen males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common i ;gression line were used.

The use of this ASVAB composite in the equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group members. Thus, Model
12, which contained only the unit vector and the Health composite
score in the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction
of History course grades obtained by freshmen during this school
year.

Freshmen 1985-86. This sample, using the Health high school
composite score as the aptitude predictor variable, resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences in the prediction
eguations for the two freshmen gender groups and resulted in an
R change of .021 (p5.001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison.
Therefore, Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this
sample. Using this composite as the predictor variable, freshmen
females would be consistently underpredicted in their History
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grades if the common regression line were used, while freshmen
males would be consistently overpredicted if a common regression
line were used.

The use of this ASVAB composite in the equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the White and Black ethnic group members. Thus, Model 12, which
contained only the unit vector and the Health composite score in
the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of
History course grades obtained by freshmen during this school
-year.

Sophomores 1984-85. Using the Health high school composite
score as the aptitude predictor variable, the results showed
statistically significant intercept differences in the prediction
eguations for the two sophomore gender groups and resulted in an
R change of .034 (p .001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison.
Therefore, Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this
sample. Using this composite as the predictor variable,
sophomore females would be consistently underpredicted in their
History grades if the common regression line were used, while
sophomore males would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

Again, the use of this ASVAB composite in the equations
resulted in no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences for the White and Black ethnic group members. Thus,
Model 12, which contained only the unit vector and the Health
composite score in the prediction equation, could be used in the
prediction of History course grades obtained by sophomores during
this school year.

Sophomores 1985-86. The use of this composite resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences in the prediction
equations for the gender groups, with an R change of .032
(p<.O01) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model
8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using
the Health composite as the predictor variable, sophomore females
would be consistently underpredicted in their History grades if
the common regression line were used, while sophomore males would
be consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were
used.

Statistically significant intercept differences also resulted
b~tween the White, Black and Hispanic ethnic subgroups. With an
R change of .009 (p<.001) for the Model 11 vs Model 12
comparison, Model 11 would be the best prediction system. Thus,
if a common regression line using the Health composite as the
aptitude measure were used in the prediction of History course
grade, White and Hispanic sophomores would be consistently
underpredicted on this criterion while Black sophomores would be
consistently overpredicted.

227

i= -[- ______ -==--- __________ -- ------



Juniors 1984-85. Like the 1985-86 freshmen sample, this
sample, using the Health high school composite score as the
aptitude predictor variable, resulted in statistically

..-.. -.significant intercept differences in the predicti n equations for
the two junior gender groups and resulted in an R2 change of .054
(p<.O01) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model
8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using
this composite as the predictor variable, junior females would be
consistently underpredicted in their History grades if the common
regression line were used, while junior males would be

-- consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Again, the use of this ASVAB composite in the equations
resulted in no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences for the White and Black ethnic group members. Thus,
Model 12, which contained only the unit vector and the Health
composite score in the prediction equation, could be used in the
prediction of History course grades obtained by juniors during
this school year.

Juniors 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. Using the Health high
school composite score as the aptitude predictor variable,
results showed statistically significant intercept differences in
the prediction quations for the two junior gender groups and
resulted in an RS change of .055 (p .0l) for the Model 8 vs Model
9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the best prediction
equation for this sample. Using this composite as the predictor
variable, junior females would be consistently underpredicted in
their History grades if the common regression line were used,
while junior males would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

Again, the use of this ASVAB composite in the equations
resulted in no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences for the White and Black ethnic group members. Thus,
Model 12, which contained only the unit vector and the Health
composite score in the prediction equation, could be used in the
prediction of History course grades obtained by juniors during
this school year.

Seniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. The use of the Health
composite in the prediction equations resulted in statistically
significant intercept differences for the gender group members.
An R change of .019 (ps.01) for the Model 8 vs Model 9
comparison was evidenced. Therefore, Model 8 would be the best
prediction equation for this sample. Using this composite as the
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predictor variable, senior females would be consistently
underpredicted in their History grades if the common regression
line were used, while senior males would be consistently

= __:.overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Statistically significant intercept differences also fesulted
between the White and Black ethnic subgroups. With an R change

--of .025 (p<.01) for the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison, Model 11
would be the best prediction system. Thus, if a common
regression line using the Health composite as the aptitude

--measure were used in the prediction of History course grade,
White seniors would be consistently underpredicted on this
criterion while Black seniors would be consistently
overpredicted.

Foreign Lanauage

Freshmen 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the gender variables in the equations. The use
of the ASVAB Health composite as the aptitude predictor variable
showed statistically significant intercept differences in the
prediction equations for the two freshmen gender groups. The
results showed an R change of .073 (p<.01) for the Model 8 vs
Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the best
prediction equation for this sample. Using this composite as the
aptitude predictor variable, freshmen females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Foreign Language grades if
the common regression line were used, while freshmen males would
be consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were
used.

The use of this ASVAB composite score in the equations also
resulted in statistically significant intercept differences in
the prediction equations fo5 the White, Black and Hispanic ethnic
groups and resulted in an R change of .016 (p<.01) for the Model
11 vs Model 12 comparison. Therefore, Model 11 would be the best
prediction equation for this sample. Using this composite as the
aptitude predictor variable, White and Hispanic freshmen would be
consistently underpredicted in their Foreign Language grades if
the common regression line were used, while Black freshmen would
be consistently overpredicted if a commor regression line were
used.

Freshmen 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the gender variables in the equations. When the
model comparisons were made for gender group differences, using
the Health composite within the equations, the results showed
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statistically significant intercept differences between the male
and female regression lines. The R2 change for the Model 8 and
Model 9 comparison was approximately .059 (p:.01), with Model 8

-----being the best prediction equation for this sample's Foreign
Language grade. Thus, freshmen females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Foreign Language grades if the common
regression line were used, while freshmen males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

When the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
-..... differences, using the Health composite within the equations, the
results showed no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences between the White, Black and Hispanic regression
lines. Model 12, which contained only the unit vector and the
Health composite score in the prediction equation, could be used
in the prediction of Foreign Language course grades obtained by
freshmen during this school year.

Sophomores 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the gender variables in the equations. The
Health composite predictor equations showed statistically
significant intercept dif.ferences between the male and female
regression lines. The R change for the Model 8 and Model 9
comparison was approximately .105 (pS.01), with Model 8 being the
best prediction equation for this sample's Foreign Language
grade. Thus, using this composite as the aptitude measure,
sophomore females would be consistently underpredicted in their
Foreign Language grades if the common regression line were used,
while sophomore males would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

When the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences, the use of this Health composite in the prediction
equations resulted in no statistically significant slope or
intercept differences for the ethnic group members. Therefore,
Model 12, which contained the unit vector and the Health
composite, could be used in the prediction of these sophomores'
Foi eign Language course grade.

SoDhomores 1985-86. Using the ASVAB Health composite as the
aptitude predictor in the equations showed statistically
significant intercept differences in the prediction eqcuations for
the two sophomore gender groups and resulted in an R change of
.074 (pS.01) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore,
Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample.
Using this composite sophomore females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Foreign Language grades if the common
regression line were used, while sophomore males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.
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The use of this ASVAB composite score in the prediction
equations resulted in no statistically significant slope or
intercept differences for the White and Nonwhite ethnic group

----Members. Again, Model 12 could be used in the prediction of
Foreign Language course grades obtainesd by sophomores during this
school year.

Juniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the gender variables in the equations. The use
of the Health composite as a predictor measure showed
statistically significant intercept differences between the male
and female regression lines. The R2 change for the Model 8 and
Model 9 comparison was approximately .100 (p:.01), with Model 8
being the best prediction equation for this sample's Foreign
Language grade. Thus, using this predictor composite, junior
females would be consistently underpredicted in their Foreign
Language grades if the common regression line were used, while
junior males would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

When the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences, the Health predictor composite also resulted in
statistically significapt intercept differences for the ethnic
group members. The R change for the Model 11 vs Model 12
comparison was .020 (pS.01); therefore, Model 11 would be the
best prediction equation for these juniors' Foreign Language
course grade. Using this composite White and Hispanic juniors
would be consistently underpredicted in their Foreign Language
grades if the common regression line were used, while Black
juniors would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

Juniors 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The Health
prediction equations resulted in statistically significant
intercept differences between the male and female regression
lines. The R2 change for the Model 8 and Model 9 comparison was
approximately .071 (pS.01), with Model 8 being the best
prediction equation for this sample's Foreign language grade.
Thus, using this predictor composite, junior females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Foreign Language grades if
the common regression line were used, while junior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

When testing for ethnic group difrerences, the use of this
ASVAB composite in the equations resulted in no statistically
significant slope or intercept differences for the White and
Hispanic ethnic group members. Thus, Model 12, which contained
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only the unit vector and the Health composite score in the
prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of Foreign
Language course grades obtained by juniors during this school

.. . ... year.

Seniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. Again, the
-Health prediction equations resulted in statistically significant
intercept diferences between the male and female regression
lines. The R change for the Model 8 and Model 9 comparison was
approximately .031 (p..01), with Model 8 being the best
prediction equation for this sample's Foreign Language grade.
Thus, using this predictor composite, senior females wozculd be
consistently underpredicted in their Foreign Language grades if
the common regression line were used, while senior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

The Health composite prediction equations resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
two ethnic groups. Model 12 could be used in the prediction of
Foreign Language course grade for these individuals.

Secretary and Office Education

Juniors 1985-86. This sample tested only for White and
Nonwhite ethnic group differences. Using the Health composite as
the aptitude predictor variable, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
ethnic groups. Thus, Model 12, which contained the unit vector
and the ASVAB Health composite, could be used in the prediction
of this course grade for these juniors.

Seniors 1984-85. This Fample also tested only for White and
Nonwhite ethnic group differences. Again, using the Health
composite prediction equations the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
ethnic groups. Thus, Model 12, which contained the unit vector
and the ASVAB Health composite, could be used in the prediction
of Secretary and Office course grades obtained by these seniors.

Typi~n and Word ProcessinQ

Freshmen 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the gender variables in the equations. The
Health prediction equations resulted in statistically significant
intercept differences between the male and female regression
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lines. The R2 change for the Model 8 and Model 9 comparison was
approximately .020 (p .01), with Model 8 being the best
prediction equation for this sample's Typing grade. Thus, using
-thi6 predictor composite, freshmen females would be consistently
underprpdicted in their Typing grades if the common regression
line were used, while freshmen males would be consistently
overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

When testing for ethnic group differences, the use of this
ASVAB composite in the equations resulted in no statistically
significant slope or intercept differences for the White, Black
and Hispanic ethnic group members. Thus, Model 12, which
contained only the unit vector and the Health composite score in
the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of
Typing course grades obtained by freshmen during this school
year.

Freshmen 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The Health
prediction equations resulted in statistically significant
intercept differences between the male and female regression
lines. The R2 change for the Model 8 and Model 9 comparison was
approximately .043 (pS.01), with Model 8 being the best
prediction equation for this sample's Typing grade. Thus, using
this predictor composite, freshmen females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Typing grades if the common regression
line were used, while freshmen males would be consistently
overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

When testing for ethnic group differences, the use of this
ASVAB composite in the c:Tations resulted in no statistically
significant slope or intercept differences for the White and
Hispanic ethnic group members. Thus, Model 12, which contained
only the unit vector and the Health composite score in the
prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of Typing
course grades obtained by freshmen during this school year.

Sophomores 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the gender variables in the equations. The
results again showed statistically significant intercep
differences between the male and female regression lines. The R
change for the Model 8 and Model 9 comparison was approximately
.059 (p<.01), with Model 8 being the best prediction equation for
this sample's Typing grade. Thus, using this predictor
composite, sophomore females would be consistently underpredicted
in their Typing grades if the common regression line were used,
while sophomore males would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.
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Again, when testing for ethnic group differences, the use of
this ASVAB composite in the eqouations resulted in no

--statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic grcup members. Thus, Model 12,
which contained only the unit vector and the Health composite
score in the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction

--Of Typing course grades obtained by sophomores during this school
year.

Sophomores 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gcnder differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by riot including
the gender variables in the equations. The Health prediction
equations showed statistically significant intercept differences
between the male and female regression lines. The R change for
the Model 8 and Model 9 comparison was approximately .022
(p.01), with Model 8 being the best prediction equation for this
sample's Typing grade. Using this predictor composite, sophomore
females would be consistently underpredicted in their Typing
grades if the common regression line were used, while sophomore;
males would be consistently overpredicted if a common regression
line were used.

Using the Health composite as the aptitude predictor variable,
the results showed no statistically significant slope or
intercept differences for the ethnic group members. Again, Model
12 could be used in the prediction of Typing course grade for
these sophomores.

Juniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. As in the sophomort 1984-
85 sample, the results show:ed statistically significant intercep
differences between the male and female regression lines. The R
change for the Model 8 and Model 9 comparison was approximately
.093 (p .01), with Model 8 being the best prediction equation for
this sample's Typing grade. Thus, using this predictor
composite, junior females would be consistently underpredicted in
their Typing grades if the common regression line were used,
while junior males would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

Again, when testing for ethnic group differences, the use of
this ASVAB composite in the equations resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
White and Black ethnic group members. Thus, Model 12, which
c3ntained only the unit vector and the Health composite score in
the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of
Typing course grades obtained by juniors during this school year.
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Juniors 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. As in the
previous sample, the results showed statistically significant
intercept differences between the male and female regression
lines. The R2 change for the Model 8 and Model 9 comparison was
approximately .060 (p .01), with Model 8 being the best
prediction equation for this sample's Typing grade. Thus, using
this predictor composite, junior females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Typing grades if the common regression
line were used, while junior males would be consistently
overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Again, when testing for ethnic group differences, the use of
this ASVAB composite in the equations resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
White and Nonwhite ethnic group members. Thus, Model 12, which
contained only the unit vector and the Health composite score in
the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of
Typing course grades obtained by juniors during this school year.

Seniors 1984-85. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. The Health composite equations resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences between the male
and female regression lines. The R2 change for ihe Model 8 and
Model 9 comparison was approximately .040 (p<.0l), with Model 8
being the best prediction equation for this sample's Typing
grade. Thus, using this predictor composite, senior females
would be consistently underpredicted in their Typing grades if
the common regression line were used, while senior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Accounting and Bookkeeping

Sophomores 1985-86. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. The use of the ASVAB Health composite as the
predictor variable showed statistically significant intercept
differences in the prediction equations for the two sophomore
gender groups and resulted in an R2 change of .068 (p .01) for
the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be
the best prediction equation for this sample. Usinv this
composite as the predictor variable, sophomore females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Accounting grades if the
common regression line were used, while sophomore males would be
consistntly overpredicted if a comimon regression line were used.

Juniors 1984-85. This sample also tested only for gender
group differences. Again, usixrg the Health composite prediction
equations, the results showed stdtistically significant intercept
differences in the predicti n equations for the two junior gender
groups and resulted in an R change of .129 (p .01) for the Model
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8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the best
prediction equation for this sample. Using this composite as the
predictor variable, junior females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Accounting grades if the common
regression line were used, while junior males would be
consistently overpredi~ted if a common regression line were used.

Juniors 1985-86. This sample tested for gender group
differences. As in the previous sample, using the Health
composite prediction equations, the results showed statistically
significant intercept differences in the predicti n equations for
the two junior gender groups and resulted in an R change of .051
(1 -.01) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model
8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using
this composite as the predictor variable, junior females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Accounting grades if the
common regression line were used, while junior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Senio.s 1984-85. Like thn junior samples, this sample tested
only for gender group differences. Using the Health composite
prediction equations, the results showed statistically
significant intercept differences in the prediction equations for
the two gender groups and resulted in an R change of .057
(pS.01) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model
8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using
this composite as the predictor variable, senior females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Accounting grades if the
common regression line were used, while senior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Hg.Q!Economics

_eshmen.l984-85. At firF using this composite with this
sample, gender differences weae investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the predict* ., equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. The prediction equations
with the ASVAB Health composite showed statistically significant
intercept differences in the prediction equations for the two
freshmen gender groups and resulted in an R change of .058
(1<*.01) for the Model 8 vs Model. 9 comparison. Therefore, Model
8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using
this composite, freshmen females would be consistently
undepredicted in their Home Economics grades if the common
regression line were used, while freshmen males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

When the tests for ethnic group differences were conducted
us i g the ASVAB Health composite, the results showed
s.titistica. ly bignificant intercept differences in the prediction

qnat ionS lur the two ethnic groups. An R2 chiangu of .071
(|:.A) for the Model 11 vs Model 12 co.parit,;n waL; evic'n-ccd;
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and Model 11 could be used in the prediction of Home Economics
course grade for these freshmen. Using this predictor composite,
freshmen Whites would be consistently underpredicted in their
Home Economics grades if the common regression line were used,
while freshmen Blacks would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

Freshmen 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. Using the
Health composite as a predictor variable, the results showed
statistically sigaificant intercept differences for these two
freshmen gender groups and resulted in an R change of .079
(p<.Ol) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model
8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using
this composite as the aptitude measure, freshmen females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Home Economics grades if the
common regression line were used, while freshmen males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

When the tests for ethnic group differences were conducted
using the ASVAB Health composite, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences in the
prediztion equations for the two ethnic groups. Model 12 could
be used in the prediction of Home Economics course grade for
these freshmen.

Sophomore 1984-85. At fir,; , using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The prediction
equations with the ASVAB health composite showed statistically
significant intercept differences in the prediction equations for
the two gender groups and resulted in an R change of .078
(p .Ol) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model
8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using
this composite, sophomore females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Home Economics grades if the common
regression line were used, whiJ.e sophomore males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were vsed.

When the tests for ethnic group differences were conducted
using the ASVAB Health composite, the results showed
statistically significant intercept differences in the prediction
equatior for the two ethnic groups. An R2 change of .033
(*-.0:.) for the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison was evidenced;
&,id Model 11 could be used in the prediction of Home Economics
course grade for these sophomores. Using this predictor
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composite, White sophomores would be consistently underpredicted
in their Home Economics grades if thi common regression line were
used, while Nonwhite sophomores would be consistently
overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Sophomores 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The use of the
Health composite prediction equations resulted in statistically
significant intercep differences for the gender group members
and resulted in an R change of .077 (pS.01) for the Model 8 vs
Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the best
prediction equation for this sample. Using this composite,
sophomore females would be consistently underpredicted in their
Home Economics grades if the common regression line were used,
while sophomore males would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

When the tests for ethnic group differences were conducted
using the ASVAB Health composite, the results showed no
stutistically significant slope or intercept differences in the
prediction equations for the two ethnic groups. Model 12 could
be used in the prediction of Home Economics course grade for
these sophomores.

Juniors 1984-85. At first, using tkis composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The use of the
Health compositu prediction equations resulted in statistically
significint intercep% differences for the gender group members
and resulted in an R change of .045 (pS.01) for the Model 8 vs
Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the best
prediction equation for this sample. Using this composite,
junior females would be consistently underpredicted in their Home
Economics grades if the common regression line were used, wnile
junior males would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

When the tests for ethnic group differences were conducted
using the ASVAB Health composite, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences in the
prediction equations for the two ethnic groups. Model 12 could
be used in the prediction of Home 'conomics course grade for
these juniors.

-uniors 1225-10. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gerdor differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differencos were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. Again, this
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sample, using the Health composite equations, resulted in
statistically signTifIcant intercept differences for the gender
group members. A, R change of .139 (pS.01) for the Model 8 vs

___Model 9 comparison was evidenced; therefore, Model 8 would be the
best prediction equation for this sample. 'Using this predictor
composite junior females would be consistently underpredicted in
their Home Economics grades if the common regression line were
used, while junior males would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

When the tests for ethnic group differences were conducted
using the ASVAB Health composite, the results indicated no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences in the
prediction equations for the two ethnic groups. Model 12 could
be used in the prediction of Home Economics course grade for
these juniors.

Seniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. As in the
junior 1985-86 sample, the Health composite equations resulted in
statistically signi qcant intercept differences for the gender
group members. An R change of .058 (p:.01) was obtained for the
Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison; therefore, Model 8 would be the
best prediction equation for this sample. Using this composite
senior females would be consistently underpredicted in their Home
Economics grades if the common regression line were used, while
senior males would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression iine were used.

The tests for ethnic group differences were conducted using
the ASVAB Health composite, and the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences in the
prediction equations for the two ethnic groups. Model 12 could
be used in the prediction of Home Economics course grade for
these seniors.

Computer Proaramming

Sophomores 1985-86. This vample tested only for gender group
differences. Using the Health composite as a predictor variable,
the results showed statistically significant intercept
differences for the gender group members. An R change of .104
(pS.01) was obtained for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison;
therefore, Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this
sample. Using this composite sophomore females would be
consistently undorpredicted in their Computer Programming grades
if the common regression line were used, wiA.J.O sophomore males
would be consistently overpredicttod if a common regression line
ware used.
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Junio..s 1964-85. Like the sophomore sample, this sample
tested for gender group differences. Again, using the Health
composite as a predictor variable, the results showed
statistically signi cant intercept differences for the gender
group members. An R change of .052 (p .01) was obtained for the
Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison; therefore, Model 8 would be the
best prediction equation for this sample. Using this composite
junior females would be consistently underpredicted in their

--Computer Programming grades if the common regression line were
used, while junior males would be consistently overpredicted if acommon regression line were used.

Juniors 1985=U. The model comparisons tested only for gender
group differences. Using the ASVAB Health predictor composite,
the results showed statistically significant intercept
differences in the prediction equations for the two junior gender
groups and resulted in an R change of .150 (p5.01) for the Model
8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the best
prediction equation for this sample. Using this composite junior
females would be consisal-ntly underpredicted in their Computer -

Programming grades ij th cormon regression line were used, while
junior males would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were uved.

Seniors 1984-85. As in the previous Computer Programming
samples, this sample tested for gender group differences. The
Health composite prediction equations resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender groups. Thus, Model 9, which contained the unit vector
and the ASVAB Health composite, could be used in the prediction
of Computer Programming course grades obtained by seniors for
this year.

Tabll. Summhry of Equity Findings for Prediction of High School
Course Grades by Health, Social & Technical Composite

Course Sex Ethnicity SexEthnicity

Engtish I-IV
Fresh 84-85 NS N& I
Fresh 55-56 1 5 MS
Soph 8455 S E Ms
Soph 85-56 S 1 MS
Jr 34-85 5 E NS
Jr 85-86 5 E MS
$r 84-85 I E MS

General Kath
Fresh 84-85 1 E NS
Fresh 85-86 E E NS
Soph 84-85 E E WS
Soph 85-86 I 1 MS
Jr 84-85 E f MU
Jr 85-86 1 I j S
Dr 84.- E iM

Kj. MS a Not significaint; I I Intercept differences; S w Slope
difference.; I w EquItabte test, no s#gnificont slope or intercept
differences found; MT • Not tested due to mtt s le sizes,
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Tbe1,(Continued)"

Course Sex Ethnicity Sex*Ethnicity

Algebra
Fresh 84-85 ! E MS
Fresh 85-86 I E MS
Soph 84-85 Ms 
S(h 0-6 -5 MS
i r -84-85 1 E U
Jr 85-86 MS 
Sr 84-85 1 E MS

Geometry
Fresh 85-86 1 E MS
Soph 84-85 1 E Ms
Soph 65-86 1 S MS
Jr 84-85 A E MS
Jr 85-86 E S MS
Sr 84-85 E E NS

calculus
Jr 85-86 E MT MS

General science
Fresh 54-85 NO NS I
Fresh 85-86 E E MS
Soph 84-85 I E MS
Soph 85-86 1 E MS
Jr 84-85 1 I MS
Jr 85-86 1 MS
Sr 84-55 E M MS

Bi ology
Froth 854-55 1 E NS
Fresh 85-86 1 E MS
Sop 84-85 1 I MS
Soph 85-86 1 E MS

*Jr 84-55 I E NO
Jr 85-86 1 MT N
Sr 84.-85 1 T MS

Chemistry
Fresh 85-856 I NT MS
Soph 84-85 1 NT MS
Soph 85-86 1 NY MS
Jr 84-85 1 1 MS
Jr 85-86 1 E MS
Sr 84-85 E E MS

Physics
Jr 55-86 1 nT N
Sr 8.4-85 1 MT MS

Goverment I
Fresh 84-85 T tT Ms
Soph 64-85 1 MT Ms
Soph 85-86 1 1 MS
Jr 84-815 1 E Ns
Jr 85-86 1 E Ms
Sr 84-85 1 E MS

flM3. MS a Mot significant; I -Intercept differcices; % Slope
differences; 1! a Equitable test, no significant slop, or Intercept
differences founwd; MT a Mot tested duae to smaul sipl sites.
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Tobte 11 (Conuded)

Course Sex Ethnicity SexEthnicity

Hisory.iwuee -

Fresh 84-85 1 EIW
Fresh a5-86 I E

Sao 85-86 1 1 M
S--r 84-85 1 E us

Jr 85S-86 NT u s
Sr 84-85 IT NI

Fresh 84-65 I N S
Fresh 85-86 1 E MS
Soph 84-85 I E NS
Soph 85-86 I E NS
-Jr 84-85 1 EN
Jr 85-86 1 E us
Sr 84-85 1 NT us .-.-.

SJr 85-86 T NE NI
Jr 84-85 M NT NS

Jres 84-a6 I ET KS
Fres 85-85 1 ET NS

Fresh 84-85 I E MS
Fresh 85-86 1 E NS
Jrc1 84-85 1 E NS
Jrop 85-86 1 E NS

1r 445 1 NT NS

Soph 85-86 1 NT NS
Jr 84-85 1 MT "S
Jr 85-86 1 NT NS
Sr 84-85 I NT NS

d Ffrenesh fo5-86 N 1 E NoNetd5i oe i mpe Si

Sor~h 84-85 1 24N



AFOT Selector Composite
- En~lish I - IV

,reshmen '1984-85. Using the AFQT selector composite with this
sample; the results showed no statistically significant
differences between the Model 2 vs Model 4 comparison. Model 4

-included -the unit vector, the AFQT composite score, and the sex. -. _"by ethnicity two-way interaction predictor variables, with
'Xethnicity membership being defined as White, Black and Hispanic.
-i,-th Model 4'as the best prediction equation for this sample's . - -

English grade, no differential validity was evidenced for the
ethnicity by AFQT score two-way interaction variables or the sex
by AFQT score two-way interaction variables.

Freshmen 1985-8§. This composite showed statistically
significant intercept differences in the prediction equations for
the two frestoaen gender groups and resulted in an R change of
.033 (p<.001): for the. Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore,
Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample. - -
Using the AFQT composite as the predictor variable freshmen
females would be consistently underpredicted in their English
grades if the common regression line were used, while freshmen
males would be consistently overpredicted if a common regression
line were used.

Using the AFQT composite score as the aptitude measure
resulted in no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences for White, Black and Hispanic freshmen which were the
ethnic groups defined in the prediction equations. Thus, Model
12, which contained only the unit vector and the AFQT composite
score in the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction
of English course grade for these freshmen.

Sophomores 1984-85. When the model comparisons were made for
gender group differences, using the AFQT selector composite
resulted in statistically significant slope differences between
the male and female regression lines. The R change for the
Model 7 and Model 8 comparison was approximately .007 (p<.001),
with Model 7 being the best prediction equation for this groups
English grade. Thus, the change in the English grade per unit
change in the ASVAB AFQT composite was significantly different
for this year's sophomore males and females.

Using the AFQT composite score as the aptitude measure
resulted in no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences for White, Black and Hispanic sophomores which were
the ethnic groups defined in the prediction equations. Thus,
Model 12, which contained only the unit vector and the AFQT
composite score in the prediction equation, could be used in the
prediction of English course grade for these sophomores.
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Sophomores 1985-86. The model comparisons for gender group
differences using the AFQT selector composite showed
statistically significant slope differences between the male and
female regression lines, with Model 7 as the prediction equation
to be used for this sample. The R change for the Model 7 and
Model 8 comparison was approximately .007 (p<.001). Thus, the
change in the English grade per unit change in the ASVAB AFQT
composite was significantly different for these sophomore males
and females.

Using the AFQT composite score as the aptitude measure
resulted in no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences for White, Black and Hispanic sophomores which were
the ethnic groups defined in the prediction equations. Thus,
Model 12, which contained only the unit vector and the AFQT
composite score in the prediction equation, could be used in the
prediction of English course grade for these sophomores.

Juniors 1984-85. When the model comparisons were made for
gender group differences, using the AFQT selector composite
resulted in statistically significant slope differences between
the male and female regression lines. The R change for the
Model 7 and Model 8 comparison was approximately .007 (p .001),
with Model 7 being the best prediction equation for this group's
English grade. Thus, the change in the English grade per unit
change in the ASVAB AFQT composite was significantly different
for these junior males and females.

Using this ASVAB composite score as the aptitude predictor
variable resulted in no statistically significant slope or
intercept differences for White, Black and Hispanic juniors.
Thus, Model 12, which contained only the unit vector and the AFQT
composite score in the prediction equation, could be used in the
prediction of English course grade for these individuals.

Juniors 1985-86. As in the 1984-85 school year, using the
AFQT selector composite in the equations showed statistically
significant slope diffe ences between the male and female
regression lines. The R change for the Model 7 and Model 8
comparison was approximately .0C7 (p .001), with Model 7 being
the best prediction equation for English grade. Thus, the change
in the English grade per unit change in the ASVAB AFQT composite
was also significantly different for these junior males and
females.

Again, using the AFQT composite score resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
ethnic groups, with tiis sample including only White and Black
individuals. Thus, Model 12, which contained only tlV: unit
vector and the AFQT composite score in the prediction equation,
could be used in the prediction of English course grade for these
juniors.
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Seniors 1984-85. The ASVAB AFQT composite as the aptitude
predictor showed statistically significant intercept differences
in the prediction equations for the two senior gender groups and
resulted in an R2 change of .026 (p .001) for the Model 8 vs
Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the best
prediction equation for this sample. Using the AFQT composite as
the aptitude predictor variable senior females would be
consistently underpredicted in their English grades if the common
regression line were used, while senior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score in the equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group members. Model 12
could be used in the prediction of English course grades obtained
by seniors during this school year.

General Math

Freshmen 1984-85. This sample, using the AFQT ASVAB composite
score as the aptitude predictor variable, resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender group members or the White, Black and Hispanic ethnic
group members. Thus, Models 9 or 12, which contain only the unit
vector and the AFQT composite score in the prediction equation,
could be used in the prediction of General Math course grades
obtained by freshmen during this school year.

Freshmen 1985-86. As in the 1984-85 sample, the results
showed no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences for the gender group members or the ethnic group
members, which in this sample were White and Black. Again,
Models 9 or 12 containing only the unit vector and the AFQT
composite score in the prediction equation, could be used in the
prediction of General Math course grade for these freshmen.

Sophomores 1984-85. This sample also resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender group members or the White, Black and Hispanic ethnic
group members. Models 9 or 12, which contained only the unit
vector and the AFQT composite score in the prediction equation,
could be used in the prediction of General Math course grades
obtained during thic year by sophomores.

Soophotores 1985-86. This sample, using the AFQT composite in
the equations, showed statistically significant intercept
diffejences between the male and female gender subgroups. With
an R change of .035 (p<.001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9
comparison, Model 8 would be the best prediction system. Thuis,
if a common regression line using the AFQT composite were used in
the prediction of General Math course grade, female sophomores
would be consistently underpredicted on the criterion while male
sophomores would be consistently overpredicted.
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The results also showed no statistically significant slope or
intercept differences between the White and Black ethnic group
members regression lines. Thus, Model 12, containing the unit
vector and the AFQT composite score, could be used in predicting
General Math course grade for these individuals.

Juniors 1984-85. In this 1984-85 sample, using the AFQT
selector composite score as the aptitude predictor variable, the
results showed no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences for the gender group members or the White and Black
ethnic group members. Thus, Models 9 or 12, which contained only
the unit vector and the AFQT composite score in the prediction
equation, could be used in the prediction of Genera]. Math course
grades obtained in 1984-85 by juniors.

Juniors 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. The results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender group or ethnic group members. Again, Model 9 or 12 could
be used in the prediction of General Math course grades obtained
in 1985-36 by juniors.

Seniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. The results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender group or ethnic group members. Again, Model 9 or 12 could
be used in the prediction of General Math course grades obtained
in 1984-85 by seniors.

Alqgebra

Freshmen 1984-85. Using the ASVAB AFQT composite as the
predictor variable, the results showed statistically significant
intercept differences i n the prediction equations for the two
gender groups with an R change of .037 (pj.001) for the Model 8
vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the best
prediction equation for this sample. Using this compositc,
freshmen females would be consistently underpredicted in their
Algebra grades if the common regression line were used, while
freshmen males would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score in the equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the ethnic group members, which in this sample were defined as
White and Nonwhite. Thus, Model 12, which contained only the
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unit vector and the AFQT composite score in the prediction
equation, could be used in the prediction of Algebra course grade
for freshmen during this school year.

Freshmen 1985-86. With the AFQT composite as the aptitude
measure the results showed statistically significant intercept
differences in the prediction equatiops for the two gender
groups. These comparisons resulted in R change of .038 (p:.501)
for the Model 8 vs Model 9 tests. Therefore, Model 8 would be
the best prediction equation for this sample. Using this
composite, freshmen females would be consistently underpredicted
in their Algebra grades if the common regression line were used,
while freshmen males would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score in the equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the ethnic group members, which in this sample wexe defined as
White and Nonwhite. Thus, Model 12, which contained only the
unit vector and the AFQT composite score in the prediction
equation, could be used in the prediction of Algebra course grade
for freshmen during this school year.

Sophomores 1984-85. In this 1984-85 sample, using the AFQT
selec;tor composite score as the aptitude predictor variable, the
results showed statistically significant intercept difference
for the gender group members. These tests resulted in an R
change of .022 (p<.0l) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison.
Therefore, Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this
sample. Using this composite, sophomore females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Algebra grades if the common
regression line were used, while sophomore males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score in the equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the ethnic group members, which in this sample were defined as
White and Nonwhite. Thus, Model 12, which contained only the
unit vector and the AFQT composite score in the prediction
equation, could be used in the prediction of Algebra course grade
for sophomores during this school year.
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Sophomores 1.85-86. This sample resulted in no statistically
significant slope or intercept differences for the gender group
or the White and Nonwhite ethnic group members. Thus, hodels 9
or 12, which contained only the unit vector and the AFQT
composite score in the prediction equations, could be used in the
prediction of Algebra course grade for these sophomores.

Juniors 1984-85. In this 1984-85 sample, using the AFQT
selector composite score zs the aptitude prdictor variable, the
results showed statistically significant intercept difference-
for the gender group remhers. These tests resulted in an R
change of .027 (p<.001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison.
Therefore, Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this
sample. Using this composite, junior females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Algebra grades if the common
regression line were used, while junior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score in the equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differcnces tcr
the ethnic group members, which in this sample were defined as
White and Black. Thus, Model 12, which contained only the unit
vector and the AFQT composite score in the prediction equation,
could be used in the prediction of Algebra course grade for
juniors during this school year.

Juniors 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were i~ivestigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equation. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. Using the AF4T
composite as the aptitude predictcr resulted in no statistically
significant slope or intercept differences for the gender group
or ethnic group members. Again, Model 9 or 12 could be used in
the prediction of Algebra course grade for these juniors.

Seniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not includinq
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the Ohite
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. Using the AFQT
composite in the equations resulted in statistically significan
intercept differences for the gender group members. With an R
change ot .035 (p<.0l) for the Mode] 8 vs Model 9 comparison,
Model 8 would be the best prediction system for these seniors.
Using this ccmposite, senior females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Algebra grades if the common regression
line were used, while senior males would be consistently
overpredicted if a common reqress:on line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score in the equations resulted in
no statistically si'qnificant slope or intercept differences for
the ethnic group members, which in t .iu sample were defined as
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White and Nonwhite. Thus, Model 12 cr aid be used in the
prediction of Algebra course grades obtained by seniois in the
1984-85 school year.

Geometry

Freshmen 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethn"city variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the gender variables in the equations. Again,
using the AFQT composite in the prediction equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the gender group or ethnic group members. Thus, Model 9 or 12
could be used in the prediction of Geometry course grades
obtained by freshmen in the 1985-86 school year.

S-phomores 3984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the gender variables in the equations. As in
the Freshmen sample, using the AFQT composite resulted in no
statistically significant slope of intercept differences for the
gender group or ethnic group members. Model 9 or 12 could be
used in the prediction of Geometry course grade for these
sophomores.

Sophomores 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. With the AFQT composite
as the aptitude measure, the results showed statistically
significant intercept differences for the gender group members.
With an R2 change of .021 (p<Ol) for the Model 8 vs Model 9
comparison, Model 8 woulc be the best prediction equation for
Geometry course grade for these sophomores. Using this
composite, sophomore females would be consistently underpredicted
in their Geometry grades if the common regression line were used,
while sophomore males would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

When the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
difterences, using the AFQT composite within the equations, the
results showed statistically significant slope differences
between the WhiLe and Black regression lines. The R change for
the Model 20 and Model 11 comparison was approximately .025
(p_.01) , with Modtcl 10 being the best prediction equation for
this sample's G-oz-,ntry grade. Thus, the change in the Geometry
grade per unit change in the -.SVAB AFQT composite was
zig.iificantly d. 7 fvrent ior tese White and Black sophomores.
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Juniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. With the AFQT
composite as the aptitude measure, the results showed
statistically significant intercept differences for the gender
group members. With an R2 change of .019 (p .0l) for the Model 8
vs Model 9 comparison, Model 8 would be the best prediction
equation for Geometry course grade for these juniors. Using this
composite, junior females would be consistently underpredicted in
their Geometry grades if the common regression line were used,
while junior males would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

Using the AFQT composite resulted in no statistically
significant slope or intercept differences for the two ethnic
groups. Again, Model 12 could be used in the prediction of
Geometry course grade for these juniors.

Juniors 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. As in some of
the other Geometry samples, using the AFQT composite in the
prediction equations resulted in no statistically significant
slope or intercept differences for the gender group members.
Model 9 could be used in the prediction of Geometry course grade
for these juniors.

When the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences, using the AFQT composite, the results showed
statistically significant slope differences between the White and
Nonwhite regression lines. The R change for the Model 10 and
Model 11 comparison was approximately .059 (p<.01), with Model 10
being the best prediction equation for this sample's Geometry
grade. Thus, the change in the Geometry grade per unit change in
the ASVAB AFQT composite was significantly different for these
White and Nonwhite juniors.

Seniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. In this sample,
the AFQT composite equations also resulted in no statistically
significant slope or intercept differences for the gender group
or ethnic group members. Again, Model 9 or 12 could be used in
the prediction of Geometry course grade for these seniors.

250



Calculus

Juniors 1985-86. This was the only Calculus sample which
possessed more than 50 cases, and only gender group differences
were tested. The AFQT composite, as the predictor variable,
resulted in no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences for the gender group members. Model 9 could be used
in the prediction of Calculus course grade for these individuals.

General Science

Freshmen 1984-85. Using the AFQT selector composite with this
sample, the results showed no statistically significant
differences between the Model 2 vs Model 4 comparison. Model 4
included the unit vector, the AFQT composite score, and the sex
by ethnicity two-way interaction predictor variables, with
ethnicity membership being defined as White, Black and Hispanic.
With Model 4 as the best prediction equation for this sample's
General Science grade, no differential validity was evidenced for
the ethnicity by AFQT score two-way interaction variables or the
sex by AFQT score two-way interaction variables.

Freshmen 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. Using the AFQT composite
as the aptitude predictor variable resulted in no statistically
significant slope or intercept differences for the gender groups.
Model 9, which contained the unit vector and the AFQT composite
score, could be used in the prediction of General Science course
grades obtained by freshmen in 1985-86.

When the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences, using the AFQT composite, the results showed
statistically significant slopi differences between the White and
Black regression lines. The R change for the Model 10 and Model
11 comparison was approximately .032 (p<.01), with Model 10 being
the best prediction equation for this sample's General Science
grade. Thus, the change in the General Science grade per unit
change in the ASVAB AFQT composite was significantly different
for these White and Black freshmen.

Sophomores 1984-85. In this 1984-85 sample, using the AFQT
selector composite score as the aptitude predictor variable, the
results showed statistically significant intercept difference
for the gender group members. These tests resulted in an R5
change of .033 (p<.001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison.
Therefore, Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this
sample. Using this composite, sophomore females would be
consistently underpredicted in their General Science grades if
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the common regression line were used, while sophomore males would
be consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were
used.

Using this ASVAB composite score in the equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the ethnic group members, which in this sample were defined as
White and lonwhite. Thus, Model 12, which contained only the
unit vector and the AFQT composite score in the prediction
equation, could be used in the prediction of General Science
course grade for these sophomores during this school year.

Sophomores 19S3-b*6. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender a'fferences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. Again, using the AFQT
composite as the aptitude aptitude measure resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender group or ethnic group members. Modcl 9 or 12 could be
used in the prediction of General Science course grade for these
sophomores.

Juniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. Using the AFQT composite
within the prediction equation resulted in no statistically
significant slope or intercept differences for the gender group
members. Again, Model 9 could be used in the prediction of
General science course grade for these juniors.

With the AFQT composite as the aptitude measure, the results
showed statistically significant intercept differences for the
two ethnic subgroups. With an R2 change of .055 (pS.01) for the
Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison, Model 11 would be the best
prediction equation for General Science course grade for these
juniors. Using this composite, White juniors would be
consistently underpredicted in their General Science grades if
the common regression line were used, while Black juniors would
bc consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were
used.

Juniors 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. This AFQT
composite prediction equation resulted in no statistically
significant slope or intercept differences for the gender group
or ethnic group members. As in some of the previous sarjt.,
Model 9 or 12 cculd be uLd in the prediction ot General Science
course grades obtained by juniors in 1985-86.
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Seniors 1984-85. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. Using the AFQT composite equation resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender groups. Thus, Model 9, which contained the unit vector
and the ASVAB AFQT composite, could be used in the prediction of
General Science course grade for these seniors.

Biology I - II

Freshmen 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. This AFQT
composite equation also resulted in no statistically significant
slope or intercept differences for the gender group or ethnic
group members. Again, Model 9 or 12 could be used in the
prediction of Biology couise grades obtained by freshmen in 1985-
86.

Freshmen 1985-86. The use of this composite resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences in the prediction
equations for the two freshmen gender groups, with an R2 change
of .026 (p<.001) for the Model 8 vs Model " ccmparison.
Therefore, Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this
sample. Using the AFQT composite as the predictor variable,
freshmen females would be consistently underpredicted in their
Biology grades if the common regression line were used, while
freshmen males would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
White and Black freshmen, which were the ethnic groups defined in
the prediction equations. Thus, Model 12, which contained only
the unit vector and the AFQT composite score in the prediction
equation, could be used in the prediction of Biology course grade
for these freshmen.

Sophomores 1984-85. Using the AFQT selector composite with
this sample, the results showed statistically significant
differences between the Model 2 vs Model 4 and the Model 2 v.
Model 5 comparisons. However, the Model 2 vs Model 6 comparsion
showed that th-se two models were not significantly different.
Model 6 included the unit vector, the AFQT score by sex two-way
interaction predictor variables, and the sex by hhnicity two-way
interaction predictor variable. With Model 6 as the best
prediction equation for this sample's Bioloqy grade, no
diffeeiiLzl vaildiy w", _ u n d loL the ethnicity by AtQi
score two-way interaction variables, with ethnicity being defined
as White, Black and Hispanic group membership.
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Sophomores 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the gender variables in the equations. These
tests resulted statistically significan$ intercept differences
between the gender group members and an R- change of .048 (p:.01)
for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would
be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using this
composite, sophomore females would be consistently underpredicted
in their Biology grades if the common regression line were used,
while sophomore males would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score in the equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the three ethnic groups. Thus, Model 12, which contained only
the unit vector and the AFQT composite score in the prediction
equation, could be used in the prediction of Biology course grade
for these sophomores during this school year.

Juniors 1984-85. The use of this composite resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences in the prediction
equations for the two junior gender groups, with an R change of
.030 (p<.001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore,
Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample.
Using the AFQT composite as the predictor variable, junior
females would be consistently underpredicted in their Biology
grades if the common regression line were used, while junior
males would be consistently overpredicted if a common regression
line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
White and Nonwhite juniors, which were the ethnic groups defined
in the prediction equations. Thus, Model 12, which contained
only the unit vector and the AFQT composite score in the
prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of Biology
course grade for these juniors.

Juniors 1985-86. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. Using the AFQT composite as the predictor variable
resulted in statistically significant intercept differences for
the gender groups. With an R change of .032 (p<.Ol) for the
Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison, Model 8 would be the best
prediction equation of Biology course grade for these juniors.
Using this composite, junior females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Biology grades if the common regression
linc were used, while junior males would be consistently
overprPdite i i'f a ior4 a4rcFiol line t.rv uL'2'-

Seniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
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and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. The use of this AFQT
composite in the equations resulted in statistically significant
intercept differences for the gender and two ethnic group
members. With R changes of .028 and n15 (p<.01) for the Model
8 vs Model 9 and the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparisons, Models 8
and 11 would be the best prediction equations for these seniors.
Using this composite, senior females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Biology grades if the common .egressio;
line were used, while senior males would be consistently
overpredicted if a common regression line were used. Conversely,
if a common regression line using the AFQT composite as the
aptitude measure were used in the prediction of Biology course
grade, White seniors would be consistently underpredicted on this
criterion while Black seniors would be consistently
overpredicted.

Chemistry I - II

Freshmen 1985-86. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. Using the AFQT composite in the equations, the
results showed no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences for the gender groups. Thus, Model 9, which
contained the unit vector and the ASVAB AFQT composite, could be
used in the prediction of Chemistry course grades obtained by
freshmen in this year.

Sophomores 1984-85. This sample also tested only for gender
group differences. Again, with the AFQT composite in the
equations, the results showed no statistically significant slope
or intercept differences for the gender groups. Model 9 could be
used in the prediction of Chemistry course grades obtained by
these sophomores.

Sophomores 1985-86. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. Using the AFQT composite as the predictor variable,
the results indicated statistically significant intercept
differences rcc the gender groups. With an R2 change of .043
(p:.01) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison, Model 8 would be
the best prediction system of Chemistry course grade for these
sophomores. Using this composite, sophomore females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Chemistry grades if the
common regression line were used, while sophomore males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Juniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Th-i,, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
includlAig the gender variables in the equations. The use of this
AFQT composite in the equations resulted in statistically
significant intercept ifferences for the gender and two ethnic
group members. With R changes of .045 and .029 (p:.01) for the
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Model 8 vs Model 9 and the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparisons,
Models 8 and 11 would be the best prediction equations for these
juniors. Using this composite, junior females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Chemistry grades if the
common regression line were used, while junior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.
Conversely, if a common regression line using the AFQT composite
as the aptitude measure were used in the prediction of Chemistry
course grade, White juniors would be consistently underpredicted
on this criterion while Nonwhite juniors would be consistently
overpredicted.

Juniors 1985-86. At. first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The use of this
composite resulted in statistically significant intercept
differences in the 2prediction equations for the two junior gender
groups, with an R change of .058 (p:.01) for the Model 8 vs
Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the best
prediction equation for this sample. Using the AFQT composite as
the predictor variable, junior females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Chemistry grades if the common regression
line were used, while junior males would be consisteutly
overpredicted if d common regression line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
White arid Nonwhite juniors, which were the ethnic groups defined
in the prediction equations. Thus, Model 12, which contained
only the unit vector and the AFQT composite score in the
prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of Biology
course grade for these juniors.

Seniors 1984-85. As in the previous samples using the AFQT
composite, the results showed no statistically significant slope
or intercept differences for the gender group members. Model 9
could be used in the prediction of Chemistry course grades
obtained by seniors during this school year.

When the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences, using the AFQT composite, the results showed
statistically significant slope differences between the White and
Nonwhite regression lines. The R2 change for the Model 10 and
Model 11 comparison was approximately .039 (pK.01), with Model ).0
being the best prediction equation for this sample's Chemistry
grade. Thus, the change in the Chemistry grade per unit change
in the ASVAB AFQT composite was significantly different for these
wI-ite and Nonwhite seniors.
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Physics I - II

Juniors 1985-86. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. The use of this composite resulted in statistically
significant intercept differences in the prediction equations for
the two junior gender groups, with an R change of .038 (p<.01)
for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would
be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using the AFQT
composite as the predictor variable, junior females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Physics grades if the common
regression line were used, while junior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Seniors 198,1-85. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. The AFQT composite equations again resulted in
statistically 2significant intercept differences for the gender
groups. An R change of .034 (p!.01) for the Model 8 vs Model 9
comparison was evidenced; therefore, Model 8 would be the best
prediction equation for this sample. Using the AFQT composite as
the predictor variable, senior females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Physics grades if the common regression
line were used, while senior males would be consistently
overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Government and Civics

Freshmen 1984-85. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. The AFQT composite prediction equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the gender groups. Thus, Model 9, which contained the unit
vector and the ASVAB AFQT composite, could be used in the
prediction of Government course grades obtained by freshmen for
this year.

Sophomore 1984-85. This sample also tested for gender group
differences. Again, using the AFQT composite as the predictor
variable, the results showed no statistically significant slope
or intercept differences for the gender groups. Model 9 could be
used in the prediction of Government course grade for these
sophomores.

Sophomores 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The use of this
AFQT composite in the equations resulted in statistically
significant intercept 9 ifferences for the gender and two ethnic
group members. With R changes of .028 and .015 (p!.0l) for the
Model 8 vs Model 9 and the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparisons,
Models 8 and 11 would be the best prediction equations for these
sophomores. Using this composite, sophomore females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Government grades if the
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common regression line were used, while sophomore males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line %ere used.
Conversely, if a common regression line using the AFQT composite
as the aptitude measure were used in the prediction of Government
course grade, White sophomores would be consistently
underpredicted on this criterion while Hispanic sophomores would
be consistently overpredicted.

Juniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. However, the
use of this AFQT composite in the equations resulted in
statistically significaqt intercept differences for only the
gender subgroup. With R changes of .016 (p< 01) for the Model 8
vs Model 9 comparison, Model 8 would be the best prediction
equation for these juniors. Using this composite, junior females
would be consistently underpredicted in their Government grades
if the common regression line were used, while junior males would
be consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were
used.

Using this ASVAB composite score, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
White and Nonwhite juniors, which were the ethnic groups defined
in the prediction equations. Thus, Model 12, which contained
only the unit vector and the AFQT composite score in the
prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of
Government course grade for these juniors.

Juniors 1985-86. This sample, using the AFQT selector
composite score as the aptitude predictor variable, resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences for the gender
group members. With an R change of .026 (p<.001) for the Model
8 vs Model 9 comparison, Model 8 was the best prediction equation
for this sample. Using this composite, junior females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Government grades if the
common regression line were used, while junior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
White and Black juniors, which were the ethnic groups defined in
the prediction equations. Thus, Model 12, which contained on)y
the unit vector and the AFQT composite score in the prediction
equation, could be used in the prediction of Government course
grade for these juniors.

Seniors 1984-85. Similar to the previous samples, this
sample, using the AFQT composite score as the aptitude predictor
variable, resulted in no statistically significant slope or
intercept differences for the gender group members or the White
and Black ethnic group members. Again, Models 9 or 12, which
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contained only the unit vector and the AFQT composite score in
the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of
Government course grades for these seniors.

History

Freshmen 1984-85. The use of the ASVAB AFQT composite as the
aptitude predictor variable showed statistically significant
intercept differences in the prediction equations for the two
freshmen gender groups and resulted in an R chanqe of .030
(p<.001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model
8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using
this composite as the predictor variable, freshmen females would
be consistently underpredicted in their History grades if the
common regression line were used, while freshmen males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

The use of this ASVAB composite in the equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group members. Thus, Model
12, which contained only the unit vector and the AFQT composite
score in the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction
of History course grades obtained by freshmen during this school
year.

Freshmen 1985-86. This sample, using the AFQT selector
composite score as the aptitude predictor variable, resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences in the prediction
equations for the two freshmen gender groups and resulted in an
R change of .007 (p<.001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison.
Therefore, Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this
sample. Using this composite as the predictor variable, freshmen
females would be consistently underpredicted in their History
grades if the common regression line were used, while freshmen
males would be consistently overpredicted if a common regression
line were used.

The use of this ASVAB composite in the equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the White and Black ethnic group members. Thus, Model 12, which
contained only the unit vector and the AFQT composite score in
the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of
History course grades obtained by freshmen during this school
year.

Sophomores 1984-85. Using the AFQT selector composite score
as the aptitude predictor variable, the results showed
statistically significant intercept differences in the prediction
euations for the two sophomore gender groups and resulted in an
R change of .016 (p<.001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison.
Therefore, Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this
sample. Using this composite as the predictor variable,
sophomore females would be consistently underpredicted in their
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History grades if the common regression line were used, while
sophomore males would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression iine were used.

The use of this ASVAB composite in the equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the White and Black ethnic group members. Thus, Model 12, which
contained only the unit vector and the AFQT composite score in
the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of
History course grades obtained by sophomores during this school
year.

Sophomores 1985-86. The use -f this composite resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences in the prediction
equations for the gender groups, with an R2 change of .035
(p<.001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model
8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using
the AFQT composite a- the predictor variable, sophomore females
would be consistently underpredicted in their History grades if
the common regression line were used, while sophomore males would
be consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were
used.

Using this ASVAB composite score, the results showed
statistically significant slope differences for White, Black and
Hispanic sophomores, which were the ethnic groups defined in the
prediction equations. The R2 change for the Model 10 and Model
11 comparison was approximately .009 (p<.001), with Model 10
being the best prediction equation for this sample's History
grade. Thus, the change in History grade per unit change in the
AFQT composite was significantly different for White, Black and
Hispanic sophomores.

Juniors 1984-85. Like the 1985-86 freshmen sample, this
sample, using the AFQT selector composite score as the aptitude
predictor variable, resulted in statistically significant
intercept differences in the prediction equations for the two
junior gender groups and resulted in an R change of .028
(p<.001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model
8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using
this composite as the predictor variable, junior females would be
consistently underpredicted in their History grades if the common
regression line were used, while junior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a com~mon regression line were used.

Again, the use of this ASVAB composite in the equations
resulted in no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences for the White and Black ethnic group members. Thus,
Model 12, which contained only the unit vector and the AFQT
composite score in the prediction equation, could be used in the
prediction of History course grades obtained by juniors during
this school year.
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Juniors 1985-16. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. ''hen, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not irncluding
the gender variables in the equations. Using the AFQT composite
score as the aptitude predictor variable, the results showed
statistically significant slope differences in the predictioi
equations for the two junior gender groups and resulted in an R
change of .013 (p<.Ol) for the Model 7 vs Model 8 comparison.
Therefore, Model 7 would be the best prediction equation for this
sample Thus, the change in the History grade p-. uciit change in
the AFQT composite was significantly different for junior males
and females.

Using the AFQT composite predictor variable resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
ethnic group members. Again, Model 12 could be used in the
prediction of History course grade for these juniors.

Seniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
end Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. Again, the use of the
AFQT composite in the prediction equations resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept diffcrences for the
gender group members. Model 9 could be used in the prediction of
History course grade for these seniors.

Statistically significant intercept differences resulted
between the White and Black ethnic subgroups. With an R change
of .023 (p!.Ol) for the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison, Model 11
would be the best prediction system. Thus, if a common
regression line using the AFQT composite as the aptitude measure
were used in the prediction of History course grade, White
seniors would be consistently underpredicted on this criterion
while Black seniors would be consistently overpredicted.

Foreign Language

Freshmen 1984-85. The use of the ASVAB AFQT composite as the
aptitude predictor variable showed statistically significant
intercept differences in the prediction equations for the two
freshmen genuer groups and resulted in an R change of .052
(p .0l) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model
8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using
this composite as the aptitude predictor variable, freshmen
females would be consistently underpredicted in their Foreign
Language grades if the common regression line were used, w 'le
freshmen males would be consis,-ently overpredicted if a c -on
regression line were used.
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The use of this ASVAB composite score in the equations also
resulted in statistically significant intercept differences in
the prediction equations foj the White, Black and Hispanic ethnic
groups and resulted in an R change of .025 (p<.01) for the Model
11 vs Model 12 comparison. Therefore, Model 11 would be the best
prediction equation for this sample. Using this composite as the
aptitude p dictor variable, White and Hispanic freshmen would be
consistently underpredicted in their Foreign Language grades if
the common regression line were used, while Black freshmen would
be consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were
used.

Freshmen 1985-86. At first, using cais composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the gender variables in the equations. Using
the AFQT composite in the prediction equations the results showed
statistically significant intercept differences in the prediction
euations for the two freshmen gender groups and resulted in an
R change of .045 (p$.01) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison.
Therefore, Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this
sample. Using this composite as the aptitude predictor variable,
freshmen females would be consistently underpredicted in their
Fcreign Language grades if the cornon regression line were used,
while freshmen males would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

The use of this ASVAB composite score in the equations also
resulted in statistically significant intercept differences in
the prediction equations fo5 the White, Black and Hispanic ethnic
groups and resolted in an R change of .011 (p<.01) for the Model
11 vs Model 22 comparison. Therefore, Model 11 would be the best
prediction equation for this sample. Using this composite as the
aptitude predictor variable, Whi-e and Hispanic freshmen would be
consistently underpredicted in their Foreign Language grades if
the common regression line were used, while Black freshmen would
be consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were
used.

Sophomores 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the gender variables in the equations. The AFQT
prediction equations showed statistically significant intercep
aifferences between the male and female regression lines. The R
change for the Model 8 and Model 9 comparison was approximately
.083 (p<.01), with Model 8 being the best prediction equation for
this sample's Foreign Language grade. Thus, using this composite
as the aptitude measure, sophomore females would be consistently
u:derpredicted in their Foreign Language grades if the common
regression line were used, while sophomore males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.
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When the model compa-isons were made for ethnic group
differences, the use of this AFQT composite in the prcdiction
equations also resulted in statistically significan intercept
differences for the ethnic group members. With an R' change of
.015 (p<.Ol) for the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison, Model 11
would be the best prediction system for these sophomores' Foreign
Language course grade. Again, using this composite as the
aptitude measure, White and Hispanic sophomores would be
consistently underpredicted in their Foreign Language grades if
the common regression line were used, while Black sophomores
would be consistently overpredicted if a common regression line
were used.

Sophomores 1985-86. Using the ASVAB AFQT composite as the
aptitude predictor in the equations showed statistically
significant intercept differences in the prediction euations for
the two sophomore gender groups and resulted in an R change of
.059 (p<.01) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore,
Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample.
Using this composite sophomore females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Foreign Language grades if the common
regression line were used, while sophomore males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

When the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences using of this AFQT composite in the prediction
equations, the results also showed statistically significant
intercept differences between the White and Nonwhite regression
lines. The R2 change for the Model 11 and Model 12 comparison
was approximately .019 (p..01), with Model 11 being the best
prediction equation for this sample's Foreign Language grade.
White sophomores would be consistently underpredicted in their
Foreign Language grades if the common regression line were used,
while Nonwhite sophomores would be consistently overpredicted if
a common regression line were used.

Juniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by nct including the gender variables in the equations. The use
of the AFQT composite as a predictor measure showed statistically
significant intercept differences between the male and female
regression lines. The R2 change for the Model a and Model 9
comparison was approximately .076 p<.01), with Model 8 being the
best prediction equation for this sample's Foreign Language
grade. Thus, using this predictor composite, junior females
would be consistently underpredicted in their Foreign Language
grades if the common regression line were used, while junior
males would be consistently overpredicted it a common regression
line were used.
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When the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences, the General predictor composite also resulted in
statistically significapt intercept differences for the ethnic
group members. The R change for the Model 11 vs Model 12
comparison was .024 (p<.01); therefore, Model 11 would be the
best prediction equation for these juniors' Foreign Language
course grade. Using this composite White and Hispanic juniors
would be consistently underpredicted in their Foreign Language
grades if the common regression line were used, while Black
juniors would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

Juniors 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The General
prediction equations resulted in statistically significant
intercept differences between the male and female regression
lines. The R2 change for the Model 8 and Model 9 comparison was
approximately .046 (p<.01), with Model 8 being the best
prediction equation for this sample's Foreign Language grade.
Thus, using this predictor composite, junior females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Foreign Language grades if
the comuon regiession line were used, while junior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

When testing for ethnic group differences, the use of this
ASVAB composite in the equations resulted in no statistically
significant slope or intercept differences for the White and
Hispanic ethnic group members. Thus, Model 12, which contained
ot.ly the unit vector and the AFQT composite score in the
"ediction equation, could be used in the prediction of Foreign

!uage course grades obtained by juniors during this school
y . '.

SpniorF_ 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The AFQT
composite prediction equations resulted in no statistically
significant slope or intercept differences for the gender group
or ethnic group members. Again, Model 9 or 12 could be used in
the prediction of Foreign Language course grade for these
individuals.

Secretary and Office Education

Juniors 1985-86. This sample tested only for White and
Nonwi te ethnic group differences. Using the AFQT composite as
the aptitude predictor variable, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
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gender groups. Thus, Model 12, which contained the unit vector
and the ASVAB AFQT composite, could be used in the prediction of
this ccurse crade for theze juniors.

Seniors 1984-85. This sample tested for White and Nonwhite
ethnic group differencp2s. Again, using the AFQT composite
prediction equations the results showed no statistically
significant slope or intercept differences for the gender groups.
Thus, Model 12, which contained the unit vector and the ASVAB
AFQT composite, could be used in the prediction of Secretary and
Office course grades obteined by these seniors.

Typing and Word Processing

Freshmen 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the gender variables in the equations. The AFQT
composite prediction equations resulted in no statistically
significant slope or intercept differences for the gender group
or ethnic group members. Model 9 or 12 could be used in the
prediction of Typing course grade for these freshmen.

Freshmen 1985-86. A. first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The AFQT
prediction equations resulted in statistically significant
intercept differences between the male and female regression
lines. The R change for the Model 8 and Model 9 comparison was
approximately .032 (p .01), with Model 8 being the best
prediction equation for this sample's Typing grade. Thus, using
this predictor composite, freshmen females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Typing grades if the common regression
line were used, while freshmen males would be consistently
overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

When testing for ethnic group differences, the use of
this ASVAB composite in the equations resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
White and Hispanic ethnic group members. Thus, Model 12, which
contained only the unit vector and the AFQT composite score in
the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of
Typing course grades obtained by freshmen during this school
year.

S homores 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the gender variables in the equations. The
2.esults again showed statistically significant intercept
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differences between the male and female regression lines. The R2

change for the Model 8 and Model 9 comparison was approximately
.039 (pS.01), with Model 8 being the best prediction equation for
this sample's Typing grade. Thus, using this predictor
composite, sophomore females would be consistently unde:predicted
in their Typing grades if the common regression line were used,
while sophomore males would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

Again, when testing for ethnic group differences, the use of
this ASVAB composite in the equations resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group members. Thus, Model 12,
which contained only the unit vector and the AFQT composite score
in the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of
Typing course grades obtained by sophomores during this school
year.

Sophomores 1935--86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. Using the AFQT composite
as the aptitude predictor variable, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender group or ethnic group members. Again, Model 9 or 12 could
be used in the prediction of Typing course grade for these
sophomores.

Juniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. As in the sophomore 1984-
85 sample, the results showed statistically significant intercep
differences between the male and female regression lines. The R
change for the Model 8 and Model 9 comparison was approximately
.063 (p<.01), with Model 8 being the best prediction equation for
this sample's Typing grade. Thus, using this predictor
composite, junior females would be consistently underpredicted in
their Typing grades if the common regression line were used,
while junior males would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

Again, when testing for ethnic group differences, the use of
this ASVAB composite in the equations resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
White and Black ethnic group members. Thus, Model 12, which
contained only the unit vector and the AFQT composite score in
the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of
Typing course grades obtained by juniors during this school year.
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Juniors 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. As in the
previous sample, the results showed statistically significant
intercept differences between the male and female regression
lines. The R2 change for the Model 8 and Model 9 comparison was
approximately .040 (p:.01), with Model 8 being the best
prediction equation for this sample's Typing: grade. Thus, using
this predictor composite, junior females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Typing grades if the common regression
line were used, while junior males would be consistently
overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Again, when testing for ethnic group differences, the use of
this ASVAB composite in the equations resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
White and Nonwhite ethnic group members. Thus, Model 12, which
contained only the unit vector and the AFQT composite score in
the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of
Typing course grades obtained by juniors during this school year.

Seniors 1984-85. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. The AFQT composite equations resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences between the male
and female regression lines. The R2 change for the Model 8 and
Model 9 comparison was approximately .029 (pS.01), with Model 8
being the best prediction equation for this sample's Typing
grade. Thus, using this predictor composite, senior females
would be consistently underpredicted in their Typing grades if
the common regression line were used, while senior males would he
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Accounting and Bookkeeping

Sophomores 1985-86. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. The use of the ASVAB AFQT composite as the
predictor variable showed statistically significant intercept
differences in the prediction equations for the two sophomore
gender groups and resulted in an R2 change of .049 (p .01) for
the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be
the best prediction equation for this sample. Using this
composite as the predictor variable, sophomore females wcild be
consistently underpredicted in their Accounting grades if the
common regression line were used, while sophomore males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Juniors 1984-85. This sample tested for gender group
differences. Again, using the AFQT composite prediction
equations, the results showed statistically significant intercept
differences in the predictiFn equations for the two junior gender
groups and resulted in an R change of .087 (p:.0l) for the Model
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8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the best'
prediction equation for this sample. Using this composite as the
predictor variable, junior females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Accounting grades if the common
regression line were used, while junior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Juniors 1985-86. This sample tested for gender group
diffcren -s. As in the previous sample, using the AFQT composite
predicticn equations, the results showed statistically
significant intercept differences in the prediction equations for
the two junior gender groups and resulted in an R change of .034
(p<.Ol) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Mode]
8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample. Usin1 ,
this composite as the predictor variable, junior females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Accounting grades if the
common regression line were used, while junior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Seniors 1984-85. Like the junior samples, this sample tested
for gender group differences. Using the AFQT compos-te
prediction equations, the results showed statistically
significant intercept differences in the prediction equations for
the two gender groups and resulted in an R change of .034
(p<.Ol) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model
8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using
this composite as the predictor variable, senior females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Accounting grades if the
common regression line were used, while senior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Home Economics

Freshmen 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. The prediction equations
with the ASVAB AFQT composite showed statistically significant
intercept differences in the prediction equations for the two
freshmen gender groups and resulted in an R change of .042
(p<.Ol) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model
8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using
this composite, freshmen females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Home Economics grades if the common
regression line were used, while freshmen males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

When the tests for ethnic grcup differences were conducted
using the ASVAB AFQT composite, the results showed statistically
significant intercept differences in the prediction equations for
the two ethnic groups. Ar R2 change of .069 (p<.Ol) for the
Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison was evidenced; and Model 11 could
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be used in the prediction of Home Economics course grade for
these freshmen. Using this predictor composite, freshmen Whites
would be consistently underpredicted in their Home Economics
grades if the common regression line were used, while freshmen
Blacks would be consistently overpredicted if a common regression
line were used.

Freshmen 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. Using the AFQT
composite as a predictor variable, the results showed
statistically significant intercept differencss for these two
freshmen gender groups and resulted in an R change of .058
(p<.0l) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model
8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using
this composite as the aptitude measure, freshmen females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Home Economics grades if the
common regression line were used, while freshmen males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

When the tests for ethnic group differences were conducted
using the ASVAB AFQT composite, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences in the
prediction equations for the two ethnic groups. Model 12 could
be used in the prediction of Home Economics course grade for
these freshmen.

Sophomore 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The prediction
equations with the ASVAB AFQT composite showed statistically
significant intercept differences in the prediction equations for
the two gender groups and resulted in an R change of .056
(p<.0l) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 co'p:rison. Therefore, Model
8 would be the best prediction equaticn for this sample. Using
this composite, sophomore females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Home Economics grades if the common
regression line were used, while sophomore males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

When the tests for ethnic group differences were conducted
using the ASVAB AFQT composite, the results showed statistically
significant intercept differences in the prediction equations for
the two ethnic groups. An R2 change of .031 (p:.Ol) for the
Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison was evidenced; and Model 11 could
be used in the prediction of Home Economics course grade for
these sophomores. Using this predictor composite, White
sophomores would be consistently underpredicted in their Home
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Economics grades if the common regression line were used, while
Nonwhite sophomores would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

Sohomores 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. TheP, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were st,.- e:. by not
including the gender variables in the equations. - as- of the
AFQT composite prediction equations resulted . *taistically
significant intercept differences for the gende .-ejup members.
The ASVAB AFQT composite showed statistically significant
intercept differences in the prediction equations for the two
sophomore gender groups and resulted in an R change of .058
(p<.01) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model
8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using
this composite, sophomore females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Home Economics grades if the common
regression line were used, while sophomore males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

When the tests for ethnic group differences were conducted
using the ASVAB AFQT composite the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences in the
prediction equations for the two ethnic groups. Model 12 could
be used in the prediction of Home Economics course grade for
these sophomores.

Juniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gendet differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The use of the
AFQT composite prediction equations resulted in statistically
significant intercept differences for the gender group members.
The ASVAB AFQT composite showed statistically significant
intercept differences in the prediction equations for the two
junior gender groups and resulted in an R change of .027 (p<.01)
for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would
be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using this
composite, junior females would be consistently underpredicted in
their Home Economics grades if the common regression line were
used, while junior males would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

When the tests for ethnic group differences were conducted
using the ASVAB AFQT composite, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences in the
prediction equations for the two ethnic groups. Model 12 could
be used in the prediction of Home Economics course grade for
these juniors.
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Juniors 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. Again, this
sample, using the AFQT composite equations, resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences for the gender
group members. An R change of .108 (p:.01) for the Model 8 vs
Model 9 comparison was evidenced; therefore, Model 8 would be the
best prediction equation for this sample. Using this predictor
composite junior females would be consistently underpredicted in
their Home Economics grades if the common regression line were
used, while junior males would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

When the tests for ethnic group differences were conducted
using the ASVAB AFQT composite, the results indicated no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences in the
prediction equations for the two ethnic groups. Model 12 could
be used in the prediction of Home Economics course grade for
these juniors.

Seniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. As in the
junior 1985-86 sample, the AFQT composite equations resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences for the gender
group members. An R2 change of .039 (p<.Ol) was obtained for the
Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison; therefore, Model 8 would be the
best prediction equation for this sample. Using this composite
senior females would be consistently underpredicted in their Home
Economics grades if the common regression line were used, while
senior males would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

The tests for ethnic group differences were conducted using
the ASVAB AFQT composite, and the results showed no statistically
significant slope or intercept differences in the prediction
equations for the two ethnic groups. Model 12 could be used in
the prediction of Home Economics course grade for these seniors.

Computer Programming

Sophomores 1985-86. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. Using the AFQT composite as a predictor variable,
the results showed statistically significant intercept
differences for the gender group members. An R2 change of .070
(p<.Ol) was obtained for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison;
therefore, Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this
sample. Using this composite sophomore females would be
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consistently underpredicted in their Computer Programming grades
if the common regression line were used, while sophomore males
would be consistently overpredicted if a common regression line
were used.

Juniors 1984-85. Like the sophomore sample, this sample
tested for gender group differences. Again, the AFQT composite
equations resulted in no statistically significant slope or
intercept differences for the gender groups. Thus, Model 9,
which contained the unit vector and the ASVAB AFQT composite,
could be used in the prediction of Computer Programming course
grades obtained by juniors for this year.

Juniors 1985-86. The model comparisons tested only for gender
group differences. Using the AFQT predictor composite, the
results showed statistically significant intercept differences in
the prediction Squations for the two junior gender groups and
resulted in an R change of .094 (p< .0l) for the Model 8 vs Model
9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the best prediction
equation for this sample. Using this composite junior females
would be consistently underpredicted in their Computer
Programming grades if the common regression line were used, while
junior males would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

Seniors 1984-85. As in the previous Computer Programming
samples, this sample also tested for geider group differences.
The AFQT composite prediction equations resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender groups. Thus, Model 9, which contained the unit vector
and the ASVAB AFQT composite, could be used in the prediction of
Computer Programming course grades obtained by seniors for this
year.

TabLe 12. Summary of Equity Findings for Prediction of High School

Course Grades by AFOT Selector Composite

Course Sex Ethnicity Sex*Ethnicity

English I-IV
Fresh 84-85 NS NS I
Fresh 85-86 1 E NS
Soph 84-85 $ E wS
Soph 85-86 S E NS
Jr 84-85 S E NS
Jr 85-86 S E NS
Sr 84-85 I E NS

Note. MS = Not significant; I = Intercept differences; S Slope
differences; E = Equitable test, no significant slop. or intercept
differences found; NT = Not tested due to smal sample sizes.
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Table 12. (Continued)

Course Sex Ethnicity JSex*Ethnicity
General Math

Fresh 84-85 E E NS
Fresh 85-86 E E NS
Soph 84-85 E E MS
Soph 85-86 1 E NS
Jr 84-85 E E MS
Jr 85-86 1 E NS
Sr 84-85 E E NS

Algebra
Fresh 84-85 1 E MS
Fresh 85-86 1 E MS
sop.,, 8.4-85 1 E MS
SophI 85-86 E E MS
Jr 84-85 1 E MS
Jr 85-86 E E NS
Sr 84-85 1 E NS

Geomtry
Fresh 85-86 E E MS
Soph 84-85 E E MS
Soph 858B6 1 S MS
Jr 84-85 1 E MS
Jr 85-86 E S NS
Sr 84-85 E E MS

Calculus
Jr 85-86 E 4T MS

General Science I
Fresh 84-85 MS MS
Fresh 85-86 E S MS
Sop, 84-85 1 E MS
Sop, 85-86 E N S
Jr 84-85 E N S
J!- 85-86 E E MS
Sr 84-85 E MT MS

Biology
Fresh 84-85 E E MS
Fresh 85-86 1 E MS
Soph 84-85 S MSI
Soph 85-86 1 E MS
Jr 84-85 1 E NS5
Jr 85-86 1 MT MS
Sr 84-85 1 1 MS

Chemi stry
Fresh 85-86 E WT MS
Soph 84-05 E MT MS
Sop 85-86 1 MT MS
Jr 94-85 1 1 N S
Sr 85-85 E NMS
Jr 85-85 I I N____

Mote. NS =Not significant; I Intercept differences; S Slope
differences; E =Equitable test, no significant slope or intercept
differences found; NT zNot tested due to snrail sample sizes.
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1abte 12. (Concluded)

Course J Sex Ethnicity Sex*Ethnicity

Physics
Jr 85-86 I WT NS
S' 84-85 N I T NS

Government
Fresh 84-85 E NT WS
Soph 84-85 E NT NS
Soph 85-86 1 1 NS
Jr 84-85 1 E NS
Jr 85-86 1 E NS
Sr 84-85 E E MS

History
Fresh 84-85 1 E NS
Fresh 85-86 1 E MS

Soph 84-85 1 E NS
Soph 85-136 1 S NS
Jr 84-85 1 E MS
Jr 85-86 S E NS
Sr 84-85 E I NS

Foreign Language
Fresh 84-85 I 1 NS
Fresh 85-86 I I NS
Soph 84-85 1 1 NS
Soph 85-86 I 1 NS
Jr 84-85 I I NS
Jr 85-86 1 E NS
Sr 84-85 E E NS

Secretary & Ofc
Jr 85-86 NT E NS
Sr 84-85 NT E NS

Typi n
Fresh 84-85 E E NS
Fresh 85-86 1 E NS
Soph 84-85 1 E NS
Soph 85-86 E E NS
Jr 84-85 1 E NS
Jr 85-86 I E NS
Sr 84-85 1 NT NS

Account i ng
Soph 85-86 1 NT NS
Jr 84-85 1 NT NS
Jr 85-86 1 NT NS
Sr 84-85 I NT NS

Home Economics
Fresh 84-85 1 NS
Fresh 85-86 I E NS
Soph 84-85 1 1 NS
Soph 85-86 I E NS
Jr 84-85 1 E NS
Jr 85-86 I E NS
Sr 84-85 1 E NS

Computer Program
Soph 85-86 NT NS
Jr 84-85 E MT NS
Jr 85-86 I MT NS

Sr 84-85 E NT NS

Note. NS Not significant; 1 = Intercept oifferences; S Slope
differences: E = Equitable test, no significant slope or intercept
differences found; NT = Not tested due to small sampic sizes.
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Perceptual Speed Composite

Enqlish I - IV

Freshmen 1984-85. Using the Perceptual Speed composite with
th*s sample, the results showed statistically significant
differences between the Model 2 vs Model 4 comparison. However,
the Model 2 vs Model 5 comparsion showed that these two models
were not significantly different. Model 5 included the unit
vector, the Perceptual score by ethnicity two-way interaction
predictor variables, and the sex by ethnicity two-way interaction
predictor variables. With Model 5 as the best prediction
equation for this sample's English grade, no differential validiy
for the gender by Perceptual score two-way interaction predictor
variables was evidencei.

Freshmen 1985-86. Using the Perceptual Speed composite with
this sample, the results again showed statistically significant
differences between the Model 2 vs Model 4 comparison. However,
the Model 2 vs Model 5 comparsion showed that these two models
were not significantly different. Model 5 included the unit
vector, the Perceptual score by ethnicity two-way interaction
predictor variables, and the sex by ethnicity two-way interaction
predictor variables. With Model 5 as the best prediction
equation for this sample's English grade, no differential validiy
for the gender by Perceptudl score two-way interaction predictor
variables was evidenced.

Sophomores 1984-85. When the model comparisons were made for
gender yroup differences, using the Perceptual composite resulted
in statisti'cally significant intercept differences between the
male and female regression lines. The R2 change for the Modul 8
and Model 9 comparison was approximately .015 (p:.001), with
Model 8 being the best prediction equation for his group's
English grade. Thus, using the Perceptual composite as the
predictor variable sophomore females would be consistently
underpredicted in their English grades if the common regression
line were used, while sophomore males would be consistently
overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

When the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences using this ASVAB composite, the results showed
statistically significant intercept differences Ymong the White,
Black and Hispanic regression lines. With an R change of .038
(p<.001) for the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison, Medel 11 would
be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using the
Perceptual composite as the predictor variable White and Hispanic
sophomores would be consistently underpredicted in their English
grades if the common regression line were used, while Black
sophomores would be consistently overpredicttA if a common
regression line were used.
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Sophomores 1985-86. When the model comparisons were made for
qender group differences, using the Perceptual composite resulted
again in statistically significant intercept differences between
the male and female regression lines. The R change for the
Model 8 and Model 9 comparison was approximately .028 (p<.001),
with Model 8 being the best prediction equation for this group's
English grade. Thus, using the Perceptual composite as the
predictor variable sophomore females would be consistently
underpredicted in their English grades if the co:.-mon regression
line were used, while sophomore males would be consistently
overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Using the Perceptual composite score as the aptitude measure
resulted in statistically significant intercept differences for
White, Black and Hispanic sophomores, which were the ethnic
groups defined in the prediction equations. The R2 change for
the Model 11 and Model 12 comparison was approximately .053
(p. 001), with Model 11 being the best prediction equation for
this sample's English grade. Thus, White and Hispanic sophomores
would be consistently underpredicted in their English grades if
the common regression line were used, while Black sophomores
would be consistently overpredicted if a common regression line
were used.

Juniors 1984-85. When the model comparisons were made for
gender group differences, using the Perceptual composite resulted
in statistically significant intercept differences between the
male and female iogrcczion lines. The R2 change for the Model 8
and Model 9 comparison was approximately .040 (p<.001), with
Model 8 being the best prediction equation for this group's
English grade. Thus, using the Perceptual coin osite as the
predictor variable junior females would be consistently
underpredicted in their English grades if the common regression
line were used, while junior males would be consistently
overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

When the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences using this ASVAB composite, the results showed
statistically significant intercept differences Ymong the White,
Black and Hispanic regression lines. With an R change of .027
(p<.001) for the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison, Model 11 would
be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using the
Perceptual composite as the predictor variable White and Hispanic
juniors would be consistently underpredicted in their English
grades if the common regression line were used, while Black
juniors would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

Juniors 1985-86. When the model comparisons were made for
gender group differences, using the Perceptual composite resulted
in statistically significant intercept differences between the
male and female regression lines. The R2 change for the Model 8
and Model 9 comparison was approximately .045 (p<.001), withModel 8 being the best prediction equation for this group's

276



English grade. Thus, using the Perceptual composite as the
predictor variable junior females would be consistently
underpredicted in their English grades if the common regression
line were used, while junior males would be consistently
overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

When the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences using this ASVAB composite, the results showed
statistically significant intercept differences among the White
and Black regression lines. With an R change of .018 (p .001)
for the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison, Model 11 would be the
best prediction equation for this sample. Using the Perceptual
composite as the predictor variable White juniors would be
consistently underpredicted in their English grades if the common
regression line were used, while Black juniors would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Seniors 1984-85. When the model comparisons were made for
gender group differences, using the Perceptual composite resulted
in statistically significant intercept differences between the
male and female regression lines. The R2 change for the Model 8
and Model 9 comparison was approximately .014 (p<.001), with
Model 8 being the best prediction equation for this group's
English grade. Thus, using the Perceptual composite as the
predictor variable senior females would be consistently
underpredicted in their English grades if the common regression
line were used, while senior males would be consistently
overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

When the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences using this ASVAB composite, the results showed
statistically significant intercept differences Ymong the White,
Black and Hispanic regression lines. With an R change of .025
(p .001) for the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison, Model 11 would
be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using the
Perceptual composite as the predictor variable White and Hispanic
seniors would be consistently underpredicted in their English
grades if the common regression line were used, while Black
seniors would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

General Math

Freshren 1984-85. This sample, using the Perceptual composite
score as the aptitude predictor variable, resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences tor the
gander group members. Thus, Model 9, which contain only the unit
vector and the Perceptual composite score in the prediction
equation, could be used in the prediction of General Math course
grades obtained by freshmen during this school year.
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When the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences using this composite, the results showed
statistically significant intercept differences 9mong the White,
Black and Hispanic regression lines. With an R change of .013
(p<.001) for the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison, Model 11 would
be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using the
Perceptual composite as the predictor variable White and Hispanic
freshmen would be consistently underpredicted in their General
Math grades if the common regression line were used, while Black
freshmen would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

Freshmen 1985-86. For this sample, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender group members or the White and Black ethnic group members.
Models 9 or 12 containing only the unit vector and the Perceptual
composite score in the prediction equation, could be used in the
prediction of General Math course grade for these freshmen.

Sophomores 1984-85. This sample also resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender group members or the White, Black and Hispanic ethnic
group members. Models 9 or 12, which contained only the unit
vector and the Perceptual composite score in the prediction
equation, could be used in the prediction of General Math course
grades obtained during this year by sophomores.

Sophomores 1985-86. This sample,using the Perceptual
composite in the equations, showed no statistically significant
slope or intercept differences between the gender group members
regression lines. Thus, Model 9 could be used in predicting
General Math course grade for these individuals.

U: ing the Perceptual composite in the equations, showed
statistically significant intercept difSerences between the White
and Black ethnic subgroups. With an R change of .042 (p:.001)
for the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison, Model 11 would be the
best prediction system. Thus, if a common regression line using
the Perceptual composite were used in the prediction of General
Math course grade, White sophomores would be consistently
underpredicted on the criterion while Black sophomores would be
consistently overpredicted.

Juniors 1984-85. Like previous samples using the Perceptual
composite, this sample also resulted in no statistically
significant slope or intercept differences for the gender group
members or the White and Black ethnic group members. Models 9 or
12, which contained only the unit vector and the Perceptual
composite score in the prediction equation, could be used in the
prediction of General Math course grades obtained during this
year by juniors.
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Juniors 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. Using the Perceptual
composite score as the aptitude predictor variable, the results
showed no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences between the gender subgroups. Thus, Model 9,
containing the unit vector and the Perceptual composite score,
could be used in predicting General Math course grade for these
individuals.

Using the Perceptual composite in the equations, showed
statistically significant intercept diffIrences between the White
and Black ethnic subgroups. With an R change of .043 (pj.01)
for the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison, Model 11 would be the
best prediction system. Thus, if a common regression line using
the Perceptual composite were used in the prediction of General
Math course grade, White juniors would be consistently
underpredicted on the criterion while Black juniors would be
consistently overpredicted.

Seniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. The results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender group members. Again, Model 9 could be used in the
prediction of General Math course grades obtained in 1984-85 by
seniors.

The Perceptual composite as the aptitude predictor showed
statistically significant intercept differences in the predictio9
equations for the two senior ethnic groups and resulted in an R
change of .066 (p<.Ol) for the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison.
Therefore, Model 11 would be the best prediction equation for
this sample. Using this composite White seniors would be
consistently underpredicted in their General Math grades if the
common regression line were used, while Black seniors would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Algebra

Freshmen 1984-85. Using the ASVAB Perceptual composite as the
predictor variable, the results showed statistically significant
intercept differences i'n the prediction equations for the two
gender groups with an R change of .012 (p .001) for the Model 8
vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Mode]. 8 would be the best
prediction equation for this sample. Using this composite,
freshmen females would be consistently underpredicted in their
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Algebra grades if the common regression line were used, while
freshmen males would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score in the equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the ethnic group members, which in this sample were defined as
White azid Nonwhite. Thus, Model 12, which contained only the
unit vector and the Perceptual composite score in the prediction
equation, could be used in the prediction of Algebra course grade
for freshmen during this school year.

Freshmen 1985-86. Using the Perceptual composite as the
aptitude predictor variable resultsed in no statistically
significant slope or intercept differences for the gender group
members. Again, Model 9 could be used in the prediction of
Algebra course grades obtained in 1985-86 by freshmen.

With the Perceptual composite as the aptitude measure the
results showed statistically significant intercept differences in
the prediction equation for the White and Nonwhite ethnic groups.
These comparisons resulted in R2 change of .049 (p<.001) for the
Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison. Therefore, Model 11 would be
the best prediction equations for this sample. Using this
composite, White freshmen would be consistently underpredicted in
their Algebra grades if the common regression line were used,
while Nonwhite freshmen would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

Sophomores 1984-85. In this 1934-85 sample, using the
Perceptual composite score as the aptitude predictor variable,
the results showed no statistically significant slope or
intercept differences for the gender group members or the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group members. Models 9 or 12, which
contained only the unit vector and the Perceptual composite score
in the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of
Algebra course grades obtained in 1984-85 by sophomores.

Sophomores 1985-86. Using the Perceptual composite as the
aptitude predictor variable resultsed in no statistically
significant slope or intercept differences for the gender group
members. Again, Model 9 could be used in the prediction of
Algebra course grades obtained in 1985-86 by sophomores.

With th. Perceptual composite as the aptitude measure the
results showed statistically significant intercept differences in
the prediction equation for the White and Nonwhite ethnic groups.
These comparisons resulted in R2 change of .037 (p<.001) for the
Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison. Therefore, Model 11 would be
the best prediction equations for this sample. Using this
composite, White sophomores would be consistently underpredicted
in their Algebra grades if the common regression line were used,
while Nonwhite sophomores would be consistently overpredicted if
a common regression line were used.
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Juniors 1984-85. In this 1984-85 sample, using the Perceptual
Speed composite score as the aptitude predictor variable, the
results showed no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences for the gender group members or the ethnic group
members, which in this sample were White and Black. Again,
Models 9 or 12 could be used in the prediction of Algebra course
grades obtained in 1984-85 by juniors.

Juniors 1985-86. In this sample, using the Perceptual
composite score as the aptitude predictor variable, the results
showed no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences for the gender group members. Again, Model 9 could
be used in the prediction of Algebra course grades obtained in
1985-86 by juniors.

With the Perceptual composite as the aptitude measure the
results showed statistically significant intercept differences in
the prediction equation for the Yhite and Nonwhite ethnic groups.
These comparisons resulted in R change of .048 (p .0l) for the
Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison. Therefore, Model 11 would be
the best prediction equations for this sample. Using this
composite, White juniors would be consistently underpredicted in
their Algebra grades if the common regression line were used,
while Nonwhite juniors would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

Geometry

Freshmen 1985-86. In this sample, usi.ng the Perceptual
composite score as the aptitude predictor variable, the results
showed no Etatistically significant slope or intercept
differences for the gender group members. Again, Model 9 could
be used in the prediction of Geometry course grades obtained in
1985-86 by freshmen.

With the Perceptual composite as the aptitude measure the
results showed statistically significant slope differences in the
prediction equation for the White, Blck and Hispanic ethnic
groups. These comparisons resulted in R change of .021 (pj.01)
for the Model 10 vs Model 11 comparison. Therefore, Model 10
would be the best prediction equations for this sample. Thus,
the change in the Geometry grade per unit change in the
Perceptual composite was significantly different for White, Black
and Hispanic freshmen.

Sophomores 1964-85. in this sample, using the Perceptual
composite score as the aptituc predictor variable, the results
showed no stacistically significant slope or intercept
differences for the -Gnder group members. Again, Model 9 could
be used in the prediction of Geometry course grades obtained in
1984-85 by sophomores.
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With the Perceptual composite as the aptitude measure the
results showed statistically significant intercept differences in
the prediction equation for the White, BIack and Hispanic ethnic
groups. These comparisons resulted in R change of .024 (p<.01)
for the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison. Therefore, Model 11
would be the best prediction equations for this sample. Using
this composite, White and Hispanic sophomores would be
consistently underpredicted in their Geometry grades if the
common regression line were used, while Black sophomores would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

General Science

Freshmen 1984-85. Using the Perceptual Speed composite with
this sample, the results showed statistically significant
differences between the Model 2 vs Model 4 comparison. However,
the Model 2 vs Model 5 comparsion showed that these two models
were not significantly different. Model 5 included the unit
vector, the Perceptual score by ethnicity two-way interaction
predictor variables, and the sex by ethnicity two-way interaction
predictor variables. With Model 5 as the best prediction
equation for this sample's General Science grade, no differential
validity for the gender by Perceptual score two-way interaction
predictor variables was evidenced.

Freshmen 1985-86. In this 1985-86 sample, using the
Perceptual Speed composite score as the aptitude predictor
variable, the results showed no statistically significant slope
or intercept differences for the gender group members or the
ethnic group members, which in this sample were White and Black.
Again, Models 9 or 12 could be used in the prediction of General
Science course grades obtained in 1985-86 by freshmen.

Sophomores 1984-85. In this 1984-85 sample, using the
Perceptual Speed composite score as the aptitude predictor
variable, the results also showed no statistically significant
slope or intercept differences for the gender group members or
the ethnic group members, which in this sample were White and
Nonwhite. Again, Models 9 or 1.2 could be used in the prediction
of General Science course grades obtained by sophomores.

Sophomores 1985-86. At first, using this compo.itk. with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by n-t in:.uding
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, -ie White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not inciuding
the gender variables in the equations. Using the Perceptual
composite as the aptitude predictor variable resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender group members. Model 9, which contained the unit vector
and the Perceptual composite score, could be used in the
prediction of General Science course grades obtained by
sophomores in 1985-86.
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When the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences, using the Perceptual composite, the results showed
statistically significant intercept differences between the White
and Black regression lines. The R2 change for the Model 11 and
Model 12 comparison was approximately .102 (pS.01), with Model 11
being the best prediction equation for this sample's General
Science grade. Thus, using this composite, White sophomores
would be consistently underpredicted in their General Science
grades if the common regression line were used, while Black
sophomores would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

Juniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. Using the Perceptual
composite as the aptitude predictor variable resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender group members. Model 9, which contained the unit vector
and the Perceptual composite score, could be used in the
prediction of General Science course grades obtained by juniors
in 1984-85.

When the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences, using the Perceptual composite, the results showed
statistically significant intercept differences between the White
and Black regression lines. The R2 change for the Model 11 and
Model 12 comparison was approximately .119 (pS.01), with Model 11
being the best prediction equation for this sample's General
Science grade. Thus, using this composite, White juniors would
be consistently underpredicted in their General Science grades if
the common regression line were used, while Black juniors would
be consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were
used.

Juniors 1985-86. In this sample, using the Perceptual
composite score as the aptitude predictor variable, the results
showed no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences for the gender group members. Again, Model 9 could
be used in the prediction of General Science course grades
obtained in 1985-86 by juniors.

With the Perceptual composite as the aptitude measure the
results showed statistically significant slope differences in the
prediction equation for the Wh ite and Nonwhite ethnic groups.
These comparisons resulted in R change of .034 (p .01) for the
Mode. 10 vs Model 11 comparison. Therefore, Model 10 would be
the best prediction equations for this sample. Thus, the change
in the General Science grade per unit change in the Perceptual
composite was significantly different for White and Nonwhite
juniors.
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Biology I -II

Freshmen 1984-85. In this sample, using the Perceptual
composite score as the aptitude predictor variable, the results
showed no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences for the gender group members. Again, Model 9 could
be used in the prediction of Biology course grades obtaired in
1984-85 by freshmen.

When the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences, using the Perceptual composite, the results showed
statistically significant intercept differences between the White
and Nonwhite regression lines. The R change for the Model 11
and Model 12 comparison was approximately .026 p:.0l), with
Model 11 being the best prediction equation for this sample's
Biology grade. Thus, using this composite, White freshmen would
be consistently underpredicted in their Biology grades if the
common regression line were used, while Nonwhite freshmen would
be consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were
used.

Freshmen 1985-86. In this sample, using the Perceptual
composite score as the aptitude predictor variable, the results
showed no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences for the gender group members. Again, Model 9 could
be used in the prediction of Biology course grades obtained in
1985-86 by freshmen.

When the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences, using the Perceptual composite, the results showed
statistically significant intercept differences between the White
and Black regression lines. The R2 change for the Model 11 and
Model 12 comparison was approximately .019 (p .001), with Model
11 being the best prediction equation for this sample's Biology
grade. Thus, using this composite, White freshmen would be
consistently underpredicted in their Biology grades if the conon
regression line were used, while Black freshmen would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Sophomores 1984-85. In this sample, using the Perceptual
composite score as the aptitude predictor variable, the results
showed no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences for the gender group members. Again, Model 9 could
be used in the prediction of Biology course grades obtained in
1984-85 by sophomores.

When the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences, using the Perceptual composite, the results showed
statistically significant intercept differences between the White
and Black regression lines. The R2 change for the Model 11 and
Model 12 comparison was approximately .011 (p .001), with Model
11 being the best prediction equation for this sample's Biology
grade. Thus, using this composite, White sophomores would be

284



consistently underpredicted in their Biology grades if the common
regression line were used, while Black sophomores would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Sophomores 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the gender variables in the equations. These
tests resulted statistically significan intercept differences
between the gender group members and an R change of .023 (p .01)
for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would
be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using this
composite, sophomore females would be consistently underpredicted
in their Biology grades if the common regression line were used,
while sophomore males would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score in the equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the three ethnic groups. Thus, Model 12, which contained only
the unit vector and the Perceptual composite score in the
prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of Biology
course grade for these sophomores during this school year.

Juniors 1984-85. In this sample, using the PerceLtual Speed
composite score as the aptitude predictor variable, the results
also showed no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences for the gender group members. Again, Model 9 could
be used in the prediction of Biology course grades obtained by
juniors.

When the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences, using the Perceptual composite, the results showed
statistically significant intercept differences between the White
and Nonwhite regression lines. The R change for the Model 11
and Model 12 comparison was approximately .033 (p:.01), with
Model 11 being the best prediction ecuation for this sample's
Biology grade. Thus, using this composite, White juniors would
be consistently underpredicted in their Biology grades if the
common regression line were used, while Nonwhite juniors would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Juniors 1985-86. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. Using the Perceptual composite as the predictor
variable resulted in no statistically significant slope or
intercept differences for the gender groups. Thus, Model 9,
which contained the unit vector and the ASVAB Perceptual
composite, could be used in the prediction of Biology course
grade for these juniors.

Seniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
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and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. The use of this
Perceptual composite in the equations resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender group members. Model 9 could be used in the prediction of
Biology course grade for these seniors.

Statistically significant intercept differences esulted
between the White and Black ethnic subgroups. With an R change
of .029 (p .0l) for the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison, Model 11
would be the best prediction system. Thus, if a common
regression line using the Perceptual composite as the aptitude
measure were used in the prediction of Biology course grade,
White seniors would be consistently underpredicted on this
criterion while Black seniors would be consistently
overpredicted.

Chemistry I - II

Freshmen 1985-86. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. Using the Perceputal composite in the equations,
the results showed no statistically signiiicant slope or
intercept differences for the gender groups. Thus, Model 9,
which contained the unit vector and the Perceptual Speed
composite, could be used in the prediction of Chemistry course
grades obtained by freshmen in this year.

Sophomores 1985-86. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. Using the Perceptual composite as the predictor
variable, the results indicated statistically sigpificant
intercept differences for the gender groups. With an R change
of .023 (ps.0l) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison, Model 8
would be the best prediction system of Chemistry course grade for
these sophomores. using this composite, sophomore females would
be consistently underpredicted in their Chemistry grades if the
common regression line were used, while sophomore males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regressior line were used.

Juniors 1984-85. Using this ASVAB composite score as the
aptitude predictor variable resulted in no statistically
significant slope or intercept differences for the gender groups
or the White and Nonwhite ethnic group members. Thus, Model 9 or
Model 12, which contained only the unit vector and the Perceptual
composite score in the prediction equation, could be used in the
prediction of Chemistry course grades obtained by juniors during
this school year.

Physics I - II

Juniors 1985-86. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. Using the Perceptual composite in the equations
resulted in no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences for the gender groups. Thus, Model 9, which
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contained the unit vector and the ASVAB Perceptual composite,
could be used in the prediction of Physics course grades obtained
during this year by juniors.

Government and Civics

Freshmen 1984-85. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. The Perceptual composite prediction equations
resulted in no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences for the gender groups. Thus, Model 9, which
contained the unit vector and the ASVAB Perceptual composite,
could be used in the prediction of Government course grades
obtained by freshmen for this year.

Sophomore 1984-85. This sample tested for gender group
differences. Again, using the Perceptual composite as the
predictor variable, the results showed no statistically
significant slope or intercept differences for the gender groups.
Model 9 could be used in the prediction of Government course
grade for these sophomores.

Sophomores 1985-86. The use of this ASVAB composite score as
the aptitude measure resulted in no statistically significant
slope or intercept differences for the gender group members.
Thus, Model 9, which contained only the unit vector and the
Perceptual composite score in the prediction equation, could be
used in the prediction of Government course grades obtained by
sophomores during this school year.

Statistically significant intercept differences resultel
between the White and Hispanic ethnic subgroups. With an R
change of .041 (p..01) for the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison,
Model 11 would be the best prediction system. Thus, if a common
regression line using the Perceptual composite as the aptitude
measure were used in the prediction of Government course grade,
White sophomores would be consistently underpredicted on this
criterion while Hispanic sophomores would be consistently
overpredicted.

Juniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. As in previous
samples, the Perceptual composite equations resulted in no
statistically significant intercept differences for the gender
groups. Model 9, containing the unit vector and the Perceptual
composite score, could be used in the prediction of Government
course grade for these individuals.

The use of this Perceptual composite in the equations again
resulted in statistically significant intercept differences for
the ethnic subgroups. With an R2 change of .051 (p..01) for the
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Model 11 vs 12 comparison, Model 11 would be the best prediction
equations for these juniors. Using this composite, White juniors
would be consistently underpredicted in their Government grades
if the common regression line were used, while Nonwhite juniors
would be consistently overpredicted if a common regression line
were used.

Juniors 1985-8 . Using this ASVAB composite score, the
results showed no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences for gender groups. Thus, Model 9, which contained
only the unit vector and the Perceptual composite score in the
prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of
Government course grade for these juniors.

With the Perceptual composite as the aptitude measure the
results showed statistically significant slope differences in the
prediction equatiod for t e White and Black ethnic groups. These
comparisons resulted in R change of .019 (p:.001) for the Model
10 vs Model 11 comparison. Therefore, Model 10 would be the best
prediction equations for this sample. Thus, the change in the
Government grade per unit change in the Perceptual composite was
significantly different for White and Black juniors.

Seniors 1984-85. Similar to some of the previous samples,
using the Perceptual composite score as the aptitude predictor
variable, resulted in no statistically significant intercept
differences for the gender or White and Black ethnic group
members. Again, Models 9 or 12, which contained only the unit
vector and the Perceptual composite score in the prediction
equation, could be used in the prediction of Government course
grades for these seniors.

History

Freshmen 1984-85. Using the Perceptual Speed composite with
this sample, the results showed statistically significant
differences between the Model 2 vs Models 4, 5 and 6 comparisons.
With Model 2 as the best prediction equation for this sample's
History grade, differential validity for the gender by Perceptual
score and ethnicity by Perceptual score two-way interaction
predictor variables was evidenced. The ethnic subgroups included
in this sample were White, Blzck and Hispanic.

Freshmen 1985-86. The use ot this ASVAB composite score as
the aptitude measure resulted in no statistically significant
slope or intercept differences for the gender group members.
Thus, Model 9, which contained only the unit vector and the
Perceptual composite score in the prediction equation, could be
used in the prediction of History course grades obtained by
freshmen during this school year.
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Statistically significant intercept differences resulted
between the White and Black ethnic subgroups. With an R change
of .0].3 (p: .001) for the Model 11 vs Mocdel 12 comparison, Model
11 would be the best prediction system. Thus, if a common
regression line using the Perceptual composite as the aptitude
measure were used in the prediction of History course grade,
White freshmen would be consistently underpredicted on this
criterion while Black freshmen would be consistently
overpredicted.

Sophomores 1984-85. The use of this ASVAB composite score as
the aptitude measure also resulted in no statisticAlly
significant slope or intercept differences for the gender group
members. Thus, Model 9, which contained only the unit vector and
the Perceptual composite score in the predict±on ecquation, could
be used in the prediction of History course grades obtained by
sophomores during this school year.

Again, statistically significant intercept differences
risulted between the White and Black ethnic subgroups. With an
R change of .019 (p<.001) for the Model 11 vs Model 12
comparison, Model 11 would be the best prediction system. r nus,
if a common regression line using the Perceptual composite as the
aptitude measure were used in the predictio,, of Government course
graae, White sophomores would be consistently underpredicted on
this criterion while Black sophomores would be consistently
overpredicted.

Sophomores 1985-86. Using the Perceptual Speed composite with
this sample, the results showed statistically significant
differences between the Model 2 vs Model 4 comparison. However,
the Model 2 vs Model 5 comparsion showed that these two models
were not significantly different. Model 5 included the unit
vector, the Perceptual score by ethnicity two-way interaction
predictor variables, and the sex by ethnicity two-way interaction
predictor variables. With Model 5 a, the best prediction
equation for this sample's History grade, no differential
validity for the gender by Perceptual score two-way interaction
predictor variables was evidenced.

Juniors 1984-85. In this sample, using the Perceptual
composite score as the aptitude predictor variable, the results
showed no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences for the gender group members. Again, Model 9 could
be used in the prediction of History course grades obtained in
1984-85 by juniors.

When the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences, using the Perceptual composite, the results showed
statistically significant intercept differences between the White
and Black regression lines. The R2 change for the Model 11 and
Model 12 comparison was approximately .055 (p<.001), with Model
11 being the bcst prediction equation for this sample's History
g-ade. Thus, using this composite, White juniors would be
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consistently underpredicted in their History grades if the common
regression line were used, while Black juniors would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Juniors 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. Using the Perceptual
composite score as the aptitude predictor variable, results
showed statistically significant intercept differences in the
prediction equations for the two junior gender groups and
resulted in an R change of .015 (p .01) for the Model 8 vs Model
9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the best prediction
equation for this sample. Using this composite as the predictor
variable, junior females would be consistently underpredicted in
their History grades if the common regression line were used,
while junior males would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line -ere used.

Again, statistically significant intercept differences
risulted between the White and Black ethnic subgroups. With an
R change of .035 (p<.Ol) for the Model 11 vs Model 12
comparison, Model 11 would be the best prediction system. Thus,
if a common regression line using the Perceptual composite as the
aptitude measure were used in the prediction of History course
grade, White juniors would be consistently underpredicted on this
criterion while Black juniors would be consistently
overpredicted.

Seniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. The use of the Perceptual
composite in the prediction equations resulted in no
statistically sic-nificant slope or intercept differences for the
gender group memuers. Model 9 could be used in the prediction of
History course grade for these seniors.

Statistically significant intercept differences resulted
between the White and Black ethnic subgroups. With an R change
of .074 (p<.Ol) for the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison, Model 11
would be the best prediction system. Thus, if a common
regression line using the Perceptual composite as the aptitude
measure were used in the prediction of History course grade,
White seniors would be consistently underpredicted on this
criterion while Black seniors would be consistently
overpredicted.
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Foreicin Language

Freshmen 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the gender variables in the equations. The use
of the ASVAB Perceptual composite as the aptitude predictor
variable showed statistically significant intercept differences
in the prediction equations for the two freshmen gender groups.
The results showed an R change of .014 (p:.01) for the Model 8
vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the best
prediction equation for this sample. Using this composite as the
aptitude predictor variable, freshmen females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Foreign Language grades if
the common regression line were used, while freshmen males would
be consistently overpredicted if a common reoression line were
used.

The use of this ASVAB composite score in the equations
resulted in no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences in the prediction equations for the White, Black and
Hispanic ethnic groups. Therefore, Model 12, containing the unit
vector and the Perceptual composite score, could be the best
prediction equation for this sample's Foreign Language grades.

Freshmen 1985-86. At first, using this composite with thi
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hi3panic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the gender variables in the equations. When the
model comparisons were made for gender group differences, using
the Perceptual composite within the equations, the results showed
statistically significant intercept differences between the male
and female regression lines. The R 2 change for the Model 8 and
Model 9 comparison was approximately .017 (p .Ol), with Model 8
being the best prediction equation for this sample's Foreign
Language grade. Thus, freshmen females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Foreign Language grades if the common
regression line were used, while freshmen males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

When the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences, using the Perceptual composite within the equations,
the results showed no statistically significant slope or
intercept differences between the White, Black and Hispanic
regression lines. Model 12, which contained only the unit vector
and the Perceptual comoosite score in the prediction equation,
could be used in the prediction of Foreign Language course grades
obtained by freshmen during this school year.

Sophomores 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the

291



White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the gender variables in the equations. The
Perceptual composite predictor equations showed statistically
significant intercept differences between the male and female
rpgression ]ines. The R2 chaige for the Model 8 and Model 9
comparison was approximately .028 (p .Ol), with Model 8 being the
best prediction equation for this sample's Foreign Language
grade. Thus, using this composite as the aptitude measure,
sophomore females would be consistently underpredicted in their
Foreign Language grades if the common regression line were used,
while sophomore males would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

When the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences, the use of this Perceptual composite in the
prediction equations resulted in no statistically significant
slcpe or intercept differences for the ethnic group members.
Therefore, Model 12, which contained the unit vector and the
Perceptual composite, could be used in the prediction of these
sophomores' Foreign Language course grade.

Sophomores 1985-86. Using the ASVAB Perceptual composite as
the aptitude predictor in the eauations showed statistically
significant intercept differences in the prediction eqvuations for
the two sophomorc gender groups and resulted in an R change of
.018 (p<.0l) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore,
Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample.
Using this composite sophomore females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Foreigli Language grades if the common
regression line were used, while sophomore males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

The use of this ASVAB composite score in the prediction
equations resulted in no statistically significant slope or
intercept differences for the White and Nonwhite ethnic group
members. Again, Model 12 could be used in the prediction of
Foreign Language course grades obtained by sophomores during this
school year.

Juniors 1984-85. Using the ASVAB Perceptual composite as the
aptitude predictor in the equations showed statistically
significant intercept differences in the prediction equations for
the two gender groups and resulted in an R change of .040
(p<.Ol) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model
8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using
this composite junior females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Foreign Language grades if the common
regression line were used, while junior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

With the Perceptual composite as the aptitude measure the
results showed statistically significant slope differences in the
prediction equation for the White, Blck and Hispanic ethnic
groups. These comparisons resulted in R change of .022 (p:S.01)
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for the Model 10 vs Model 11 comparison. Therefore, Model 10
would be the best prediction equations for this sample. Thus,
the change in the Foreign Language grade per unit change in the
Perceptual composite was significantly different tor White, Black
and Hispanic juniors.

Juniors 1985-86. At first, using this composite with tlis
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The Perceptual
prediction equations resulted in no statistically significant
slope or intercept differences for the gender or White and
Hispanic ethnic group members. Thus, Model 9 or 12, which
contained only the unit vector and the Perceptual composite score
in the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of
Foreign Language course grades obtained by juniors during this
school year.

Secretary and Office Education

Juniors 1985-86. This sample tested only for White and
Nonwhite ethnic group differences. Using the Perceptual
composite as the aptitude predictor variable, the results showed
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the ethnic groups. Thus, Model 12, which contained the unit
vector and the ASVAB Perceptual composite, could be used in the
prediction of this course grade for these juniors.

S~gniors 1984-85. This sample also tested only for White and
Nonwhite ethnic group differences. Again, using the Perceptual
composite prediction equations the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
ethnic groups. Thus, Model 12, which contained the unit vector
and the ASVAB Perceptual composite, could be used in the
prediction of Secretary and office course grades obtained by
these seniors.

Typing and Word .-Pocessing

Freshmen 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
Fample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the gender variables in the equations. The
Perceptual prediction equations resulted in no statistically
significant slope or intercept differences for the gende group
members. Thus, Model 9, which contained only the unit vector and
the Perceptual composite score in the prediction equation, could
be used in the prediction of Typing course grades obtained by
freshmen during this school year.
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Statistically significant intercept differences resulted
bwtweern the White, Black and Hispanic ethnic subgroups. With an

R change of .041 (p .01) for the Model 11 vs Model 12
comparison, Model 11 would be the best prediction system. Thus,
if a common regression line using the Perceptual composite as the
aptitude measure weie used in the prediction of Typing course
grade, White and Hispanic freshmen would be consistently
underpredicted on this criterion while Black freshmen would be
consistently overpredicted.

Freshmen 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were 2 ies4gatod by pot including
ethnicity variables in the predictien equationrs. -. !n, tne White
and Hispanic ethnic group difffixences we" . st-, ieA by not
including the gender variables in the "'P'1a'ior9 , ke the
previous sample, the Perceptual . oO-I-ti. -cdiction e,..ations
resulted in no statistically signi- ci4 . ioo or ir .ez .pt
differences for the gender or ethnic c 4op ,,enb:r . Aain, Mcidel
9 or 12 could be used in the predict2 i, of T-;..-ou. se grades
obtained by freshmen for this school year.

Sophomores 1984-85. At first, using n. p c .r, vi h this
sample, gender differences wer investigated L" n," ii._i uding

ethnicity variables in the prediction e~wuwtions. Then, the

White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group d. .aero-ces were studied
by not including the gender variables in the eqxations. When the

model comparisons were made for gender gLzup differences, using

the Perceptual composite resulted in st-tistically significant
slope differences between the male and f.-male regression lines.
The R2 change for the Model 7 and Model 8 comparison was
approximately .010 (pS.01), with Model 7 being the best
prediction equation for this group's Typing grade. Thus, the

change in the Typing grade per unit change in the Perceptual
composite was significantly different for this year's sophomore
males and females.

The results showed no statistically significant slope or

intercept differences for the ethnic group members. Model 12

could be used in the prediction of Typing course grade for these

sophomores.

Juniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. The Perceptual composite
prediction equations resulted in no statistically significant
slope or intercept differences for the gender group or ethnic
group members. Again, Model 9 or 12 could be used in the
prediction of Typing course grade for these juniors.

Juniors 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
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and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The use of the
Perceptual composite in the equations resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender group members. Again, Model 9 could be used in the
prediction of Typing course grade for these juniors.

Statistically significant intercept differences resultel
between the White and Nonwhite ethnic subgroups. With an R
change of .055 (p..01) for the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison,
Model 11 would be the best prediction system. Thus, if a common
regression line using the Perceptual composite as the aptitude
measure were used in the prediction of Typing course grade, White
juniors would be consistently underpredicted on this criterion
while Nonwhite juniors would be consistently overpredicted.

Seniors 1984-85. This sample tested only for gender group
ditferences. The Perceptual composite equations resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender groups. Thus, Model 9, which contained the unit vector
and the Perceptual composite, could be used in the prediction of
Typing course grades obtained by seniors for this year.

Accounting and Bookkeeping

Sophomores 1985-86. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. The use of the Perceptual composite as the
predictor variable showed no statistically significant slope or
intercept differences in the prediction equation. Therefore,
Model 9 containing the unit vector and the Perceptual composite
score would be the best prediction equation for this sample.

Juniors 1984-85. This sample also tested for gender group
differences. Using the Perceptual composite prediction
equations, the results showed no statistically significant slopI
or intercept differences for the gender groups. With an R
change of .027 (p<.01) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison,
Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample.
Using this composite as the predictor variable, junior females
would be consistently underpredicted in their Accounting grades
if the common regression line were used, while junior males would
be consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were
used.

Juniors 1985-86. This sample tested for gender group
differences. Again, using the Perceptual composite in the
prediction equations resulted in no statistically significant
slope or intercept differences for the gender groups. Model 9
could be used in the prediction of Accounting course grade for
these juniors.
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Seniors 1984-85. Like the junior samples, this sample tested
for gender group differences. The use of the Perceptual
composite as a predictor variable resulted in no statistically
significant slope or intercept differences for the gender groups.
Again, Model 9 could be used in the prediction of Accounting
course grade for these individuals.

Home Ec s

Freshmen 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. The prediction equations
with the ASVAB Perceptual composite showed statistically
significant intercept differences in the prediction ecuations for
the two freshmen gender groups and resulted in an R change of
.019 (p<.Ol) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore,
Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample.
Using this composite, freshmen females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Home Economics grades if the common
regression line were used, while freshmen males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

When the tests for ethnic group differences were conducted
using the Perceptual. composite, the results showed statistically
significant intercept differences in the prediction equations for
the two ethnic groups. An R2 change of .089 (p<.01) for the
Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison was evidenced; and Model 11 could
be used in the prediction of Home Economics course grade for
these juniors. Using this predictor composite, freshmen Whites
would be consistently underpredicted in their Home Economics
grades if the common regression line were used, while freshmen
Blacks would be consistently overpredicted if a common regression
line were used.

Freshmen 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. Using the
Perceptual composite as a predictor variable, the results showed
statistically significant intercept differencss for these two
freshmen gender groups and resulted in an R change of .041
(p<.0l) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model
8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using
this composite as the aptitude measure, freshmen females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Home Economics grades if the
common regression line were used, while freshmen males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.
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The Perceptual prediction equations resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
ethnic group members. Thus, Model 12, which contained only the
unit vector and the Perceptual composite score in the prediction
equation, could be used in the prediction of Home Economics
course grades obtained by freshmen during this school year.

Sophomore 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The prediction
equations with the ASVAB Perceptual composite showed
statistically significant intercept differences in the pridiction
equations for the two gender groups and resulted in an R change
of .019 (p<.0l) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison.
Therefore, Model Z would be the best prediction equation for this
sample. Using this composite, sophomore females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Home Economics grades if the
common regression line were used, while sophomore males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

When the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences, using the Perceptual composite resulted in
statistically significant slope differences betwcen the White and
Nonwhite regression lines. The R change for the Model 10 and
Model 11 comparison was approximately .017 (p!.Ol), with Model 10
being the best prediction equation for this group's Home
Economics grade. Thus, the change in the Home Economics grade
per unit change in the Perceptual composite was significantly
different for this year's White and Nonwhite sophomores.

Sophomores 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The use of the
Perceptual composite prediction equations resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences for the gender
group members and resulted in an R2 change of .017 (pS.0l) for
the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be
the best prediction equation for this sample. Using this
composite, sophomore females would be consistently underpredicted
in their Home Economics grades if the common regression line were
used, while sophomore males would be consistently overpredicted
if a common regression line were used.

When the tests for ethnic group differences wYre conducted
using the ASVAB Perceptual composite, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences in the
prediction equations for the two ethnic groups. Model 12 could
be used in the prediction of Home Economics course grade for
these sophomores.
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Juniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The use of the
Perceptual composite prediction equations resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences in the
prediction equations for the gender or ethnic groups. Model 9
or 12 could be used in the prediction of Home Economics course
grade for these juniors.

Juniors 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. Again, this
sample, using the Perceptual composite equations, resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences for the gender
group members. An R change of .056 (p .01) for the Model 8 vs
Model 9 comparison was evidenced; therefore, Model 8 would be the
best prediction equation for this sample. Using this predictor
composite junior females would be consistently underpredicted in
their Home Economics grades if the common regression line were
used, while junior males would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

When the tests for ethnic group differences were conducted
using the ASVAB Perceptual composite, the results indicated no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences in the
prediction equations for the two ethnic groups. Model 12 could
be used in the prediction of Home Economics course grade for
these juniors.

Seniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. As in the
junior 1985-86 sample, the Perceptual composite equations
resulted in statistically signif iant intercept differences for
the gender group members. An R' change of .028 (p<.01) was
obtained for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison; therefore, Model
8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using
this composite senior females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Home Economics grades if the common
regression line were used, while senior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

The tests for ethnic group differences were conducted using
the ASVAB Perceptual composite, and the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences in the
prediction equations tor the two ethnic groups. Model 12 could
be used in the prediction of Home Economics course grade for
these seniors.
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Comuter Programming

Sophomores 1985-86. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. Using the Perceptual composite as a predictor
variable, the results showed statistically significant intercept
differences for the gender group members. An R change of .038
(p<.Ol) was obtained for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison;
therefore, Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this
sample. Using this composite sophomore females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Computer Programming grades
if the common regression line were used, while sophomore males
would be consistently overpredicted if a common regression line
were used.

Juniors 1984-85. Like the sophomore sample, this sample
tested for gender group differences. However, using the
Perceptual composite as a predictor variable, the results showed
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the gender group members. Thus, Model 9, which contained the
unit vector and the Perceptual composite score, could be used in
the prediction of Computer Programming grades for these
individuals.

Juniors 1985-86. The model comparisons also tested only for
gender group differences. Using the Perceptual high school
predictor composite, the results showed statistically significant
intercept differences in the prediction equations for the two
junior gender groups and resulted in an R2 change of .054 (p..01)
for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would
be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using this
composite junior females would be consistently underpredicted in
their Computer Programming grades if the common regression line
were used, while junior males would be consistently overpredicted
if a common regression line were used.

IL& 2iL Sumary of Equity Findings for Prediction of High School
Course Grades by Perceptual Speed Conposite

Course Sex Ethnicity Sex*Ethnicity

English I-IV
Fresh 84-85 NS S I
Fresh 85-86 NS S I
Soph 84-85 1 I NS
Soph 85-86 I 1 N
Jr 84-85 1 I NS
Jr 85-86 1 1 NS
Sr 84-85 I I NS

Note. NS = Not significant; I Intercept differeces; S = Slope
differences; E Equitable test, no significant slope or intercept
differences found; NT m Not tested due to s$atl sfelpe sizes.
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Table 13. (Continued)

Course Sex Ethnicity Sex*Ethnicity

General Math
Fresh 84-85 E I NS
Fresh 85-86 E E NS
Soph 84-85 E E NS
Soph 85-86 E I WS
Jr 84-85 E E MS
Jr 85-86 E I NS
Sr 84-85 E I MS

Algebra
Fresh 84-85 1 E WS
Fresh 85-86 E I MS
Soph 84-85 E E MS
Soph 85-8 E I MS
Jr 84-85 E E MS
Jr 85-86 E I MS

Geometry
Fresh 85-86 E S NS
Soph 84-85 E I NS

General Science
Fresh 84-85 NS S I
Fresh 85-86 E E NS
Soph 84-85 E E NS
Soph 85-86 E I NS
Jr 84-85 E I WS
Jr 85-86 E S INS

Biology
Fresh 84-85 E W MS
Fresh 85-86 E I NS
Soph 84-85 E I MS
Soph 85-86 1 E NS
Jr 84-85 E I NS
Jr 85-86 C NT MS
Sr 84-85 E I NS

Chemistry
Fresh 85-86 E NT NS
soph 85-86 1 NT NS
Jr 84-85 E E NS

Physics
Jr 85-86 E NT MS

Government
Fresh 84-85 E NT NS
Soph 84-85 E NT NS
soph 85-86 E I NS
Jr 84-85 E I NS
Jr 85-86 E S NS
Sr 64-85 E E NS

History
Fresh 8.-85 S S S
Fresh 85-86 E I NS
Soph 84-85 E I MS
Sop 85-86 NS S I
Jr 84-85 E I NS
Jr 85-86 1 NS
Sr 84-85 E I NS

Note. NS = Not significant; i = intercept differences; S = Slope
differences; E c Equitable test, no significant slope or intercept
differeres fo4,nd; NT Not tested due to small swpLe sizes.
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Table 13 (Concluded)

Course Sex Ethnicity Sex*Ethniclty

Foreign Languaoe
Fresh 84- ,5 I E WS
Fresh 85-;6 1 E MS
Soph 84-85 1 E NS
Soph 85-56 i E MS
Jr 84-85 1 S NS
Jr 85-86 E E WS

Secretary & Ofc

Jr 85-86 NT E
Sr 84-85 NT E NS

Typing
Fresh 84-85 E I NS
Fresh 85-86 E E NS
Soo 84-85 S E NS
Jr 84-85 E E NS
Jr 85-86 E I NS
Sr 84-85 E MT NS

Account ing
Soph 85-86 E NT NS
Jr 84-85 i NT NS
Jr 8S-86 E NT MS
Sr 84-85 E NT NS

Home Economics
Fresh 84-85 1 1 NS
fresh 85-86 1 E NS
Soph 84-85 1 s NS
Soph 85-86 1 E NS
Jr 84-85 E E NS
Jr 85-86 1 E NS
Sr 84 -85 1 E NS

Computer Program
Sph 85-86 1 NT NS
Jr 84-85 E NT NS
Jr 85-86 1 NT WS

Note. NS a Not significant; I Intercept differences; S =Slop
differences; E z Equitable test, no significant slope or intercept
differences found; NT = Not tested due to smaLt sample sizes.

Technical composite

English I - IV

Freshmen 1984-85. When the model comparisons were made for
gender group differences, using the Technical composite resulted
in statistically significant slope Pifferences between the male
and female regression lines. The R change for the Model 7 and
Model 3 comparison was approximately .007 (p:_.001), with Model 7
being the best prediction equation for this groups English grade.
Thus, the change in the English grade per unit change in the
ASVAB Technical composite was significantly different for this
year's freshmen males and females.
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Using the Technical composite score as the aptitude measure
resulted in no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences for White, Black and Hispanic sophomores which were
the ethnic groups defined in the prediction equations. Thus,
Model 12, which contained only the unit vector and the Technical
composite score in the prediction equation, could be used in the
prediction of English course grade for these freshmen.

Freshmen 1985-86. This composite showed statistically
significant intercept differences in the prediction evuations for
the two freshmen gender groups and resulted in an R chan'ge of
.064 (pS.001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparicon. Therefore,
Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample.
Using the Technical composite as the predictor variable freshmen
females would be consistently underpredicted in their English
grades if the common regression line were used, while freshmen
males would be consistently overpredicted if a common regression
line were used.

When the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences using tnis ASVAD composite, the results showed
statistically significant intercept differences Ymonq the White,
Black and Hispanic regression lines. With an R change of .016
(p<.001) for the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison, Model 11 would
be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using the
Technical composite as the predictor variable White freshmen
would be consistently underpredicted in their English grades if
the common regression line were used, while Black freshmen would
be consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were
used. The Hispanic freshmen regres. ion line appeared to be at an
equal distance between the White and Black regression lines.

Sophomores 1984-85. When the model comparisons were made for
gender group differences, using the Technical composite resulted
in statistically significant slope ifferences between the male
and female reqression lines. The R change for the Model 7 and
Model 8 comparison was approximately .013 (p<.001), with Model 7
being the best prediction equation for this groups English grade.
Thus, the change in the English grade per unit change in the
ASVAB Technical composite was significantly different for this
year's sophomore males a:id females.

When the model comparisons were maae for ethnic group
differences using this ASVAB composite, the results showed
statistically significant intercept difference& Ymong the White,
Black and Hispanic regression lines. With an R change of .0.6
(p<.001) for the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison, Model 11 would
be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using the
Technical composite as the predictor varidble White and Hispanic
freshmen would be consistently underpredicted in their English
grades if the common regression line were used, while Black
freshmen would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.
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Sophomores 1985-86. When the model comparisons were made for
gender group differences, using the Technical composite resulted
in statistically significant slope ifferences between the male
and female regression lines. The R change for the Model 7 and
Model 8 comparison was approximately .011 (p<.001), with Model 7
being the best prediction equation for this group's English
grade. Thus, the change in the English grade per unit change in
the ASVAB Technical composite was significantly different for
this ycor's sophomore males and females.

Using the Technical composite score as the aptitude measure
also resulted in statistically significant intercept differences
for White, Black and Hispanic sophomores, which weri the ethnic
groups defined in the prediction equations. The 1, change for
the Model 11 and Model 12 comparison was approximately .031
(pS.001), with Model 11 being the best prediction equation for
this sample. Thus, using the Technical composite as the
predictor variable White and Hispanic sophomores would be
consistently underpredicted in their English grades if the common
regression line were used, while Black sophomores would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Juniors 1984-85. When the model comparisons were made for
gender group differences, using the Technical composite resulted
in statistically significant slope 4ifferences between the male
and female regression lines. The R- change for the Model 7 and
Model 8 comparison was approximately .010 (pS.CO), with Model 7
being the best prediction equation for this group's English
grade. Thus, the change in the English grade per unit change: in
the ASVAB Technical composite was significantly different fol
these junior males and females.

Using the Technical composite score as the aptitude measure
also resulted in statistically significant intercept differences
for White, Black and Hispanic sophomores, which weri the ethnic
groups defined in the prediction equations. The R change for
the Model 11 and Model 12 comparison was approximately .019
(p:.001), with Model 11 being the best prediction equation for
this sample. Thus, using the Technical composite as the
predictor variable White and Hispanic juniors would be
consistently underpredicted in their English grades if the common
regression line were used, while Black juniors would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Juniors 1985-86. As in the 1984-85 school year, using the
Technical composite in the equations resulted in statistically
significart slope differences between the male and female
regression lines. The R2 change for the Model 7 and Model 8
comparison was approximately .013 (p:.O01), with Model 7 being
the best prediction equation for this group's English grade.
Thus, the change in the English grade per unit change in the
ASVAB Technical composite was significantly different for these
junior males and females.
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Using the Technical composite score resulted in statistically
significant intercept differences for the ethnic groups, wit
this sample including only White and Black individuals. The R
change for the Model 11 and Model 12 comparison was approximately
.016 (p:.001), with Model 11 being the best prediction equation
for this sample. Thus, using the Technical composite as the
predictor variable White juniors would be consistently
underpredicted in their English grades if the common regrcssion
line were used, while Black juniors wvuld be consistently
overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Seniors 1984-85. The ASVAB Technical composite as the
aptitude predictor showed statistically significant slope
differences in the predictionequations for the two senior gender
groups and resulted in an R change of .009 (p..001) for the
Model 7 vs Model 8 comparison. Therefore, Model 7 would be the
best prediction equation for this sample. The change in the
English grade per unit change in the ASVAB Technical composite
was significantly different for these senior males and females.

Using this ASVAB composite score in the equations resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences for the White,
Black and Hispanic ethnic group members. The R2 change for the
Model 11 and Model 12 comparison was approximately .010 (p<.001),
with Model 11 being the best prediction equation for this sample.
Thus, using the Technical composite as the predictor variable
White and Hispanic seniors would be consistently underpredicted
in their English grades if the common regression line were used,
while Black seniors would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

General Math

Freshmen 1984-85. This sample, using the Technical composite
score as the aptitude predictor variable, showed statistically
significant intercept differences in the prediction esuations for
the two freshmen gender groups and resulted in an R change of
.019 (p<.001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Thierefore,
Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample.
Using the Technical composite as the predictor variable freshmen
females would be consistently underpredicted in their General
Math grades if the common regression line were used, while
freshmen males wculd be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

Using this composite in the prediction equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the gender group members or the White, Black and Hispanic ethnic
group members. Model 12, containing only the unit vector and the
Technical composite score in the prediction equation, could be
used in the prediction of General Math course grade for these
freshmen.

304



Sophomores 1984-85. This sample also resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender group members or the White, Black and Hispanic ethnic
group members. Models 9 or 12, which contained only the unit
vector and the Technical composite score in the prediction
equation, could be used in the prediction of General Math course
grades obtained during this year by sophomores.

Juniors 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. Using the Technical
composite score as the aptitude predictor variable, showed
statistically significant intercept differences between the male
and female gender subgroups. With an R change of .059 (p<.01)
for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison, Model 8 would be the best
prediction system. Thus, if a common regression line using the
Technical composite were used in the prediction of General Math
course grade, female juniors would be consistently underpredicted
on the criterion while male juniors would be consistently
overpredicted.

Using the Technical composite as the aptitude predictor
variable resulted in no statistically significant slope or
intercept differences for the ethnic group members. Thus, Model
12, containing the unit vector and the Technical composite score,
could be used in predicting General Math course grade for these
individuals.

Seniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equdtions. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. The results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender group or ethnic group members. Again, Models 9 or 12
could be used in the prediction of General Math course grades
obtained in 1984-85 by seniors.

Algebra

Freshmen 1984-85. Using the Technical composite score as the
aptitude predictor variable, showed statistically significant
intercept difference? between the male and female gender
subgroups. With an R change of .060 (p<.001) for the Model 8 vs
Model 9 comparison, Model 8 would be the best prediction system.
Thus, if a common regression line using the Technical composite
were used in the prediction of Algebra course grade, female
freshmen would be consistently underpredicted on the criterion
while male freshmen would be consistently overpredicted.
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Using the Technical composite as the aptitude predictor
variable resulted in no statistically significant slcoe or
intercept differences for the ethnic group members, whi .... -- e
defined as White and Nonwhite in this sample. Thus, Model 12,
containing the unit vector anu the Technical composite score,
could be used in predicting Algebra course grade for these
individuals.

Freshmen 1985-86. Using the Technical composite score as the
aptitude predictor variable, showed statistically significant
intercept difference? between the male and female gender
subgroups. With an R change of .068 (pS.001) for the Molel 8 vs
Model 9 comparison, Model 8 would be the best prediction system.
Thus, if a common regression line using the Technical composite
were used in the prediction of Algebra course grade, female
freshmen would be consistently underpredicted on the criterion
while male freshmen would be consistently overpredicted.

With the Technical composite as the aptitude measure the
results showed statistically significant intercept differences in
the prediction equation for the White and Nonwhite ethnic groups.
These comparisons resulted in R2 changes of .022 (p:.001) for the
Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison. Therefore, Model 11 would be
the best prediction equations for this sample. Using this
composite, White freshmen would be consistently underpredicted in
their Algebra grades if the common regression line were used,
while Nonwhite freshmen would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

Sophomores 1984-85. In this 1984-85 sample, using the
Technical composite score as the aptitude predictor variable, the
results showed statistically significant intercept difference
for the gender group members. These tests resulted in an R
change of .036 (p<.001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison.
Therefore, Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this
sample. Using this composite, sophomore females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Algebra grades if the common
regression line were used, while sophomore males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score in the equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the ethnic group members, which in this sample were defined as
White and Nonwhite. Thus, Model 12, which contained only the
unit vector and the Technical composite score in the prediction
equation, could be used in the prediction of Algebra course grade
for sophomores during this school year.

Sophomores 1985-86. In this sample, using the Technical high
school composite, the results also shwed statistically
significant intercept differe Ices for the gender group members.
These tests resulted in an R change of .034 (p<.001) for the
Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the
best prediction equation for this sample. Using this composite,
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sophomore females would be consistently underpredicted in their
Algebra grades if the common regression line were used, while
sophomore males would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

Using the Technical composite as the predictor resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
White and Nonwhite ethnic group members. Thus, Model 12, which
contained only the unit vector and the Technical composite score
in the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of
Algebra course grades obtained in 1985-86 by sophomores.

Juniors 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. Using the
Technical composite as the aptitude predictor resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender group members. Again, Model 9 could be used in the
prediction of Algebra course grade for these juniors.

With the Technical composite as the aptitude measure the
results showed statistically significant intercept differences in
the prediction equation for the White and Nonwhite ethnic groups.
These comparisons resulted in R2 changes of .035 (pS.Ol) for the
Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison. Therefore, Model 11 would be
the best prediction equations for this sample. Using this
composite, White juniors would be consistently underpredicted in
their Algebra grades if the common regression line were used,
while Nonwhite juniors would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

Geometry

Freshmen 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the Yender variables in the equations. These
tests resulted in an R change u-f .020 (p .01) for the Model 8 vs
Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the best
prediction equation for this sample. Using this composite,
freshmen females would be consistently underpredicted in their
Geometry grades if the common regression line were used, while
freshmen males would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

With the Technical composite as the aptitude measure the
results showed statistically significant intercept differences in
the prediction equation for the White, lack and Hispanic ethnic
groups. These comparisons resulted in RE changes of .022. (p:.01)
for the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison. Therefore, Model 11
would be the best prediction equations for this sample. Using
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this composite, White and Hispanic freshmen would be consistently
underpredicted in their Geometry grades if the common regression
line were used, while Black freshmen would be consistently
overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Sohomores 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the gender variables in the equations. Using
the Technical composite in the equitions resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences for the gender
group members. With an R2 change of .041 (p.01) for the Model 8
vs Model 9 comparison, Model 8 would be the best prediction
system for these sophomores. Using this composite, sophomore
females would be consistently underpredicted in their Geometry
grades if the common regression line were used, while sophomore
males would be consistently overpredicted if a common regression
line were used.

Using the Technical composite resulted in no statistically
significant slope of intercept differences for the three ethnic
groups. Model 12 could be used in the prediction of Geometry
course grade for these sophomores.

Sophomores 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. With the Technical
composite as the aptitude measure, the results shuwed
statistically significant intercept differences for the gender
group members. With an R2 change of .072 (p.S.01) for the Model 8
vs Model 9 comparison, Model 8 would be the best prediction
equation for Geometry course grade for these sophomores. Using
this composite, sophomore females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Geometry grades if the common regression
line were used, while sophomore males would be consistently
overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

With the Technical composite as the aptitude measure the
results showed statistically significant intercept differences in
the prediction equation for the White and Black ethnic qroups.
These comparisons resulted in R2 change of .039 (p .01) for the
Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison. Therefore, Model 11 would be
the best prediction equations for this sample. Using this
composite, White sophomores would be consistently underpredicted
in their Geometry grades if the common regression line were used,
while Black sophomores would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

Juniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
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and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. With the
Technical composite as the aptitude measure, the results showed
statistically significant intercept differences for the gender
group members. With an R2 change of .056 (p,.01) for the Model 8
vs Model 9 comparison, Model 8 would be the best prediction
equation for Geometry course grade for these sophomores. Using
this composite, sophomore females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Geometry grades if the common regression
line were used, while sophomore males would be consistently
overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Using the Technical comiposite resulted in no statistically
significant slope of intercept differences for the three ethnic
groups. Model 12 could be used in the prediction of Geometry
course grade for these sophomores.

Juniors 1985-86. At first. using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and -onwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. With the
Technical composite as the aptitude measure, the results showed
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the gender group members. Thus, Model 9 could be used i.n the
prediction of Geometry course grades obtained by juniors during
the 1985-86 school year.

When the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences using the Technical composite, the results showed
statistically significant intercept differences for the ethnic
gioup members. With an R2 change of .109 (p<.Ol) for the Model
11 vs Model 12 comparison, Model 11 would be the best prediction
equation for Geometry course grade for these juniors. Using this
composite, White juniors would be consistently underpredicted in
their Geometry grades if the common regression line were used,
while Nonwhite juniors would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

Seniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. In this sample,
the Technical composite equations resulted in no statistically
significant slope or intercept differences for the gender group
or ethnic group members. Model 9 or 12 could be used in the
prediction of Geometry course grade for these seniors.

General Science

Freshmen 1984-85. Using the Technical composite with this
sample, the results showed no statistically significant
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differences between the Model 2 vs Model 4 comparison. Model 4
included the unit vector, the Technical composite score, and the
sex by ethnicity two-way interaction predictor variables, with
ethnicity membership being defined as White, Black and Hispanic.
With Model 4 as the best prediction equation for this sample's
General Science grade, no differential validity was evidenced for
the ethnicity by Technical score two-way interaction variables or
the sex by Technical score two-way interaction variables.

Freshmen 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. With the Technical
composite as the aptitude measure, the results showed
statistically significant intercept differences for the gender
group members. With an R2 change of .025 (pE.01) for the Model 8
vs Model 9 comparison, Model 8 would be the best prediction
equation for General Science course grade for these freshmen.
Using this composite, freshmen females would be consistently
underpredicted in their General Science grades if the common
regression line were used, while freshmen males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Using the Technical composite as the aptitude predictor
variable resulted in no statistically significant intercept
differences for the ethnic group members. Model 12, which
contained the unit vector and the Technical composite score,
could be used in the prediction of General Science course grades
obtained by freshmen in 1985-86.

Sophomores 1984-85. In this 1984-85 sample, using the
Technical composite score as the aptitude predictor variable,
the results showed statistically significant intercept
differences for the gender group members. These tests resulted
in an R change of .078 (p:.001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9
comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the best prediction
equation for this sample. Using this composite, sophomore
females would be consistently underpredicted in their General
Science grades if the common regression line were used, while
sophomore males would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score in the equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the ethnic group members, which in this sample were defined as
White and Nonwhite. Thus, Model 12, which contained only the
unit vector and the Technical composite score in the prediction
equation, could be used in the prediction of General Science
course grade for these sophomores during this school year.

Sophomores 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
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and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. Again, using the
Technical composite as the aptitude measure resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences between the male
and female regression lines. The R2 change for the Model 8 and
Model 9 comparison was approximately .059 (p:.01), with Model 8
being the best prediction equation for this sample's General
Science grade. Thus, using this composite, sophomore females
would be consistently underpredicted in their General Science
grades if the common regression line were used, while sophomore
males would be consistently overpredicted if a common regression
line were used.

When the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences, using the Technical composite, the results showed
statistically significant intercept differences between the White
and Black regression lines. The R2 change for the Model 11 and
Model 12 comparison was approximately .048 (pE.0i), with Model 11
being the best prediction equation for this Eample's General
Science grade. Thus, using this composite, Wz;ite sopho.ores
would be consistently underpredicted in their General Science
grades if the common regression line were used, while Black
sophomores would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

Juniors 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
inc'uding the gender variables in the equations. Again, using
the Technical composite within the prediction equation resulted
in statistically significant intercept differences between the
male and female regression lines. The R2 change for the Model 8
and Model 9 comparison was approximately .035 (p .01), with Model
8 being the best prediction equation for this sample's General
Science grade. Thus, using this composite, junior females would
be consistently underpredicted in their General Science grades if
the common regression line were used, while junior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

This Technical composite prediction equation resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
ethnic group members. Thus, Model 12 could be used in the
prediction of General Science course grades obtained by juniors
in 1985-86.

Seniors 1984-85. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. Using the Technical composite within the prediction
equation resulted in statistically siqnificant intercep
differences between the male and female regression lines. The R
change for the Model 8 and Model 9 comparison was approximately
.052 (p:.ol), with Model 8 being the best prediction equation for
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this sample's General Science grade. Thus senior females would
be consistently underpredicted in their General Science grades if
the common regression line were used, while senior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Bioloav I - II

Freshmen 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. Using the
Technical composite within the prediction equation resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences between the male
and female regression lines. The R2 change for the Model 8 and
Model 9 comparison was approximately .065 (p:.01), with Model 8
being the best prediction equation for this sample's Biology
qrade. Thus, using this composite, freshmen females would be
consisten-ly underpredicted in their Biology grades if the common
regression line were used, while freshmen males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

This Technical composite equation also resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
ethnic group members. Again, Model 12 could be used in the
prediction of Biology course grades obtained by freshmen in 1984-
85.

Freshmen 1985-86. The use of this composite resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences in the prediction
equations for the two freshmen gender groups, with an R change
of .052 (p:.001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison.
Therefore, Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this
sample. Using the Technical composite as the predictor variable,
freshmen females would be consistently underpredicted in their
Biology gradeb if the common regression line were used, while
freshmen males woald be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
White and Black freshmen, which were the ethnic groups defined in
the prediction equations. Thus, Model 12, which contained only
the unit vector and the Technical composite score in the
prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of Biology
course grade for these freshmen.

Sophomores 1984-85. The use of this composite with this
sample resulted in statistically significant slope differences in
the puediction equations for the two freshmen gender groups, with
an R change of .008 (p,.001) for the Model 7 vs Model 8
comparison. Therefore, Model 7 would be the best prediction
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equation for this sample. The change in the Biology grade per
unit change in the ASVAB Technical composite was significantly
different for these sophomore males and females.

When the tests for ethnic group differences were conducted
using the Technical composite as the predictor composite, the
results showed no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences in the prediction equations for the White, Black and
Hispanic ethnic groups. Thus, Model 12 could be used in the
prediction of Biology grades obtained by sophomores during this
school year.

Sophomores 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the gender variables in the equations. These
tests resulted statistically significant slope differences
between the gender group members and an R change of .022 (pS.01)
for the Model 7 vs Model 8 comparison. Therefore, Model 7 would
be the best prediction equation for this sample. Thus, the
change in the Biology grade per unit change in the Technical
composite was significantly different for freshmen males and
females.

Using this ASVAB composite score in the equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept difference3 for
the three ethnic groups. Thus, Model 12, which contained only
the unit vector and the Technical composite score in the
prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of Biology
course grade for these sophomores during this school year.

Juniors 1.984-85. The use of this cowaposite resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences in the prediction
equations for the two junior gender groups, with an R change of
.075 (p<.O01) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore,
Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample.
Using the Technical composite as the predictor variable, junior
females would be consistently underpredicted in their Biology
grades if the common regression line were used, while junior
males would be consistently cverpredicted if a common regression
line were used.

Using this ASVAB cGmposite score, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
White and Nonwhite juniors, which were the ethnic groups defined
in the prediction equations. Thus, Model 12, which contained
only the unit vector and the Technical composite score in the
prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of Biology
course grade for these juniors.

Juniors 1985-86. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. Using the Technical composite as the predictor
variable resulted in statistically significant intercept
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differences for the gender groups. With an R2 change of .131
(p<.Ol) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison, Model 8 would be
the best prediction equation of Biology course grade for these
juniors. Using the Technical composite as the predictor
variable, junior females would be consistently underpredicted in
their Biology grades if the common regression line were used,
while junior males would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

Seniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. The use of this Technical
composite in the equations resulted in statistically siggificant
intercept differences for the gender members. With an R change
of .110 (p<.Ol) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison, Model 8
would be the best prediction equations for these seniors. Using
this composite, senior females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Biology grades if the common regression
line were used, while senior males would be consistently
overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

When the tests for ethnic group differences were conducted
using the Technical composite as the predictor composite, the
results showed statistically significant intercept differences in
the predistion equations for the White and Black ethnic groups,
with an R change of .090 (p:.01) for the Model 11 vs Model 12
comparison. Therefore, Model 11 would be the best prediction
equation for this sample. Using the Technical composite as the
predictor variable, White seniors would be consistently
underpredicted in their Biology grades if the common regression
line were used, while Black seniors would be consistently
overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Chemistry I - Il

Sophomores 1984-85. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. Again, with the Technical composite in the
equations, the results showed statistically significant intercept
differences for the gender groups. With an R change of .061
(p<.01) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison, Mode]. 8 co-.ld be
used in the prediction of Chemistry course grades obtained by
these sophomores. Sophomore females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Chemistry grades if the common regression
line were used, while sophomore males would be consistently
overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Juniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The use of this
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Technical composite in the equations resulted in statistically
significant intercept differences for the gender group members.
With R2 change of .070 (p<.01) for the Model 8 vs Model 9
comparison, Model 8 would be the best prediction equations for
these juniors. Using this composite, junior females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Chemistry grades if the
common regression line were used, while junior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
White and Nonwhite juniors, which were the ethnic groups defined
in the prediction equations. Thus, Model 12, which contained
only the unit vector and the Technical composite score in the
prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of Chemistry
course grade for these juniors.

L dors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in !he prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. Using the
Technical composite, the results showed no statistically
significant slope or intercept differences for the gender or
White and Nonwhite ethnic group members. Model 9 or 12 could be
used in the prediction of Chemistry course grades obtained by
seniors during this school year.

Government and Civics

Freshmen 1984-85. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. The Technical composite prediction equations
resulted in statistically significant intercept differences for
the gender groups. Thus, with an R change of .040 (p .01) for
the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparisor, Model 8 would be the test
predictor for this group's Government course grade. Freshmen
females would be consistently underpredicted in their Government
grades if the common regression line were used, while freshmen
males would be consistently overpredicted if a common regression
line were used.

Sophomores 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The use of this
Technical composite in the equations resulted in statistically
significant intercept gifferences for the gender and two ethnic
group members. With R changes of .040 and .04) (p<.0l) for the
Model 8 vs Model 9 and the Model II vs Model 12 comparisons,
Models 8 and 11 would be the best prediction equations for these
sophomores. Using this composite, sophomore females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Government grades if the
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common regression line were used, while sophomore males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.
Conversely, if a common regression line using the Technical
composite as the aptitude measure were used in the prediction of
Government course grade, White sophomores would be consistently
underpredicted on this criterion while Hispanic sophomores would
be consistently overpredicted.

Junior_-1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The use of this
Technical composite in the equations resulted in statistically
significant intercept differences for the gender subgroup. With
R change of .073 (p<.01) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison,
Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for these juniors.
Using this composite, junior females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Government grades if the common
regression line were used, while junior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regresFion line were used.

When the tests for ethnic group differences were conducted
using the Technical composite as the predictor composite, the
results showed statistically significant intercept dife.ences in
the prediction eqcuations for the White and Nonwhite ethnic
groups, with an R change of .022 (p..01) for the Model 11 vs
Mode. 12 comparison. Therefore, Model 11 would be the best
prediction equation for this sample. Using the Technical
composite as the predictor variable, White juniors would be
consistently underpredicted in their Government grades if the
common regression line were used, while Nonwhite juniors would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Juniors 1985-86. This sample, using the Technical composite
score as the aptitude predictor variable, resulted in
statistically significant slope differences for the gender group
members. With an R change of .019 (p:.001) for the Model 7 vs
Model 8 comparison, Model 7 was the best prediction equatiun for
this sample. Thus, the change in the Government grade per unit
change in the Technical composite was significantly different for
junior males and females.

Using this ASVAB composite score, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
White and Black juniors, which were the ethnic groups defined in
the prediction equations. Thus, Model 12, which contained only
the unit vector and the Technical composite score in the
prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of
Government course grade for these juniors.

Seniors 1984-85. Similar to some of the previous samples,
using the Technical composite score as the aptitude predictor
variable, resulted in statistically significant intercept
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differences for the gender group members. With R2 change of .046
(p<.001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison, Model 8 would be
the best prediction equation for these seniors. Using this
composite, senior females would be consistently underpredicted in
their Government grades if the common regression line uere used,
while senior males would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

When ethnic group diL2erences were investigated using this
composite, the results showed no statistically significant slope
or intercept differences for the White and Black ethn.i group
members. Again, Model 12, which contained only the unit -rector
and the "echnical composite score in the piediction equation,
could be used in the prediction of Government course grades for
these seniors.

History

Freshmen 1984-85. The use of the ASVAB Technical composite as
the aptitude predictor variable showed statistically significant
intercept differences in the prediction eq'Jatl'ons for the two
freshmen gender groups and resulted in an R change of .074
(p .001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model
8 would be the best prediction Pe'uation for this sample. Using
this composite as the predictor variable, freshmen females would
be consistently underpredicted in their History grades if the
commci regression line were used, while freshmen males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

The use of this ASVAB composite in the equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group members. Thus, Model
12, which contained only the unit vector and the Technical
composite score in the prediction equation, could be used in the
prediction of History course grades obtained by freshmen during
this school year.

Freshmen 1985-86. This sample, using the Technical composite
score as the ap'itude predictor variable, resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences in the prediction
euations for the two freshmen gender groups and resulted in an
R change of .036 (p:.001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison.
Therefore, Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this
sample. Using this composite as the predictor variable, freshmen
females would be consistently underpredicted in their History
grades if the commor regression line were used, while freshmen
males would be consistently overpredicted if a common regression
lint were used.

The use of this ASVAB composite in the equations resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences for the White and
Black ethnic group members. Wiih an R change of .008 (p<.001)
for the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison, Model 11 would be the
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best prediction equation for this sample. Using this composite
as the predictor variable, White freshmen would be consistently
underpredicted in their History grades if the common regression
line were used, while Black freshmen would be consistently
overpredicted if a nmon regression line were used.

Sophomores 1984-85. Using the Technical composite score as
the aptitude predictor variable, the results showed statistically
significant intercept differences in the prediction eqations for
the two sophomore gender groups and resulted in an R change of
.057 (p,.001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore,
Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample.
Using this composite as the predictor variable, sophomore females
would be consistently underpredicted in their History grades if
the common regression line were used, while sophomore males would
be consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were
used.

The use of this ASVAB composite in the equations also resulted
in statistically significant intercept differe rces for the White
and Black ethnic group members. With an R change of .014
(p<.001) for the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison. Therefore,
Model 11 would be the best prediction equation fur this sample.
Using this composite as the predictor variable, White sophomores
would be consistently underpredicted in their History grades if
the common regression line were used, while Nonwhite sophomores
would be consistently overpredicted if a common regression line
were used.

Sophomores 1985-86. This sample, using the Technical
composite score as the aptitude predictor variable, resulted in
statistically significant slope differences for the gender group
memb.rs. With an R2 change of .008 (p. .001) for the Model 7 vs
Model 8 comparison, Model 7 was the best prediction equation for
this sample. The change in the History grade per unit change in
the ASVAB Technical composite was significantly different for
these sophomore males and females.

The use of this ASVAB composite in the equations also resulted
in statistically significant intercept differences for the White,
Black and Hispanic ethnic group members. With an R2 change of
.031 (p<.001) for the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison.
Therefore, Model 11 would be the best prediction equation for
this sample. Using this composite as the predictor variable,
White and Hispanic sophomores would be consistently
underpredicted in their History grades if the common regression
line were used, while Black sophomores would be consistently
overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Juniors 1984-85. Like the previous sample, using the
Technical composite score as the aptitude predictor variable
resulted in statistically significant slope differences in the
p~ediction equations for the two junior gender groups. With an
R1 change of .009 (p<.001) for the Model 7 v,- Model 8 comparison,
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Model 7 would be the best prediction equation for this sample.
Thus, the change in the History grade per unit change in the
ASVAB Technical composite was significantly different for these
junior males and females.

The use of this ASVAB composite in the equations resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences for the White and
Black ethnic group members. An R2 change of .030 (p..001) for
the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison was evidenced. Therefore,
Model 13 would be the best prediction equation for this sample.
Using this compo.ite as the predictor variable, White juniors
would be consistently underpredicted in their History grades if
the common regression line were used, while Black juniors would
be consistently overpredicted ii a common regression line were
used.

Juniors 1985-86. Using the Technical composite score as the
aptitude predictor variable, the results showed statistically
significant intercept differences in the prediction equations for
the two junior gender groups and resulted in an R- change of .082
(p:.0l) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model
8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using
this composite as the predictor variable, junior females would be
consistently underpredicted in their History grades if the common
regression line were used, while junior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

The use of this ASVAB composite in the equations resulted in
statistically significant interceit differences for the White and
Black ethnic group members. An R change of .035 (p .Ol) fur the
Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison was evidenced. Therefore, Model
11 would be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using
this composite as the predictor variable, White juniors would be
consistently underpredicted in their History grades if the common
regression line were used, while Black juniors would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Seniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. The use of the Technical
composite in the prediction equations resulted in statistically
significant intercept differences for the gender group members.
An R change of .062 (p<.01) for the Model 8 vs Model 9
comparison was evidenced. Therefore, Model 8 would be the best
prediction equation for this sample. Using this composite as the
predictor variable, senior females would be consistently
underpredicted in their History grades if the common regression
line were used, while senior males would be consistently
overpredicted if a common regression line were used.
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Statistically significant intercept differences also Yesulted
between the White and Black ethnic subgroups. With an R change
of .049 (p<.Ol) for the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison, Model 11
would be the best prediction system. Thus, if a common
regression line using the Technical composite as the aptitude
measure were used in the prediction of History course grade,
White seniors would be consistently underpredicted on this
criterion while Black seniors would be consistently
overpredicted.

Foreign Language

Freshmen 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the gender variables in the equations. The
ASVAB Technical composite as the aptitude predictor variable
showed statistically significant intercept differences in the
prediction equations for the two freshmen gender groups. The
results showed an R2 change of .073 (p<.01) for the Model 8 vs
Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the best
prediction equation for this sample. Using this composite as the
aptitude predictor variable, freshmen females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Foreign Tanguage grades if
the common regression line were used, while freshmen males would
be consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were
used.

The use of this ASVAB composite score in the equations
resulted in no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences in the prediction equations for the White, Black and
Hispanic ethnic groups. Therefore, Model 12, containing the unit
vector and the Technical composite score, could be the best
prediction equation for this sample's Foreign Language grades.

Freshmen 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the gender variables in the equations. When the
model comparisons were made for gender group differences, using
the Technical composite within the equations, the results showed
statistically significant slope differences between the male and
female regression lines. The R change for the Model 7 and Model
8 comparison was approximately .011 (p:.01), with Model 7 being
the best prediction equation for this sample's Foreign Language
grade. Thus, the change in the Foreign Language grade per unit
change in the Technical composite was significantly different
for freshmen males and females.
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When the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences, using the Technical composite within the equations,
the results showed no statistically significant slope or
intercept differences between the White, Black and Hispanic
regression lines. Mcdel 12, which contained only the unit vector
and the Technical comrosite score in the prediction equation,
could be used in the prediction of Foreign Language course grades
obtained by freshmen during this school year.

Sophomores 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the gender variables in the equations. Again,
the Technical prediction equations showed statistically
significant slope diffe ences between the male and female
regression lines. The R change for the Model 7 and Model 8
comparison was approximately .015 (p .01), with Model 7 being the
best prediction equation for this sample's Foreign Language
grade. The change in the Foreign Language grade per unit change
in the Technical composite was significantly different for
sophomore males and females.

When the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences using of this Technical composite in the prediction
equations, the results showed no statistically significant slope
or intercept differences between the White, Black and Hispanic
regression lines. Model 12, which contained only the unit vector
and the Technical composite score in the prediction equation,
could be used in the prediction of Foreign Language course grades
obtained by sophomores during this schocl year.

Sophomores 1985-86. Using the ASVAB Technical composite as
the aptitude predictor in the equations showed statistically
significant intercept differences in the prediction e qiations for
the two sophomore gender groups and resulted in an R change of
.069 (p<.0l) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore,
Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample.
Using this composite sophomore females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Foreign Language grades if the common
regression line were used, while sophomore males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

The use of this ASVAB composite score in the prediction
equations resulted in no statistically significant slope or
intercept differences for the White and Nonwhite ethnic group
members. Thus, Model 12, which corntained only the unit vector
and the Technical composite score in the prediction equation,
could be used in the prediction of Foreign Language course graues
obtained by sophomores during this school year.

Juniors 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
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and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The Technical
prediction equations resulted in statistically significant
intercept difYerences between the male and female regression
lines. The R change for the Model 8 and Model 9 comparison was
approximately .080 (p_. 01), with Model 8 being the best
prediction equation for this sample's Foreign Language grade.
Thus, using this predictor composite, junior females would be
consistently under-predicted in their Foreign Language grades if
the common regression line were used, while junior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

When testing for ethnic group differences, the use of this
ASVAB composite in the equations resulted in no statistically
significant slope or intercept differences for the White and
Hispanic ethnic group members. Thus, Model 12, which contained
only the unit vector and the Technical composite score in the
prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of Foreign
Language course grades obtained by juniors during this school
year.

Seniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. Again, the
Technical prediction equations resulted in statistically
significant intercept differences between the male and female
regression lines. The R change for the Model 8 and Model 9
comparison was approximately .032 (p<.01), with Model 8 being the
best prediction equation for this sample's Foreign Language
grade. Thus, using this predictor composite, senior females
would be consistently underpredicted in their Foreign Language
grades if the common regression line were used, while senior
males would be consistently overpredicted if a common regression
line were used.

The Technica] composite prediction equations resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
two ethnic groups. Model 12 could be used in the prediction of
Foreign Language course grade for these individuals.

Typing and Word Processing

Freshmen 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the gender variables in the equations. The
Technical prediction equations resulted in statistically
significant intercept differences between the male and female
regression lines. The R change for the Model 8 and Model 9
comparison was approximately .037 (p<.01), with Model 8 being the
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best prediction equation for this sample's Typing grade. Thus,
using this predictor composite, freshmen females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Typing grades if the common
regression line were used, while freshmen males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

When testing for ethnic group differences, the use of this
ASVAB composite in the equations resulted in no statistically
significant slope or intercept differences for the White, Black
and Hispanic ethnic group members. Thus, Model 12, which
contained only the unit vector and the Technical composite score
in the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of
Typing course grades obtained by freshmen during this school
year.

Freshmen 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The Technical
prediction equations resulted in statistically significant
intercept differences between the male and female regression
lines. The R2 change for the Model 8 and Model 9 comparison was
approximately .044 (pS.01), with Model 8 being the best
prediction equation for this sample's Typing grade. Thus, using
this predictor composite, freshmen females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Typing grades if the common regression
line were used, while freshmen males would be consistently
overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

When testing for ethnic group differences, the use of this
ASVAB composite in the equations resulted in no statistically
significant slope or intercept differences for the White and
Hispanic ethnic group members. Thus, Model 12, which contained
only the unit vector and the Technical composite score in the
prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of Typing
course grades obtained by freshmen during this school year.

§$ophomores 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the gender variables in the equations. The
results again showed statistically significant intercep
differences between the male and female regression lines. The R'
change for the Model 8 and Model 9 comparison was approximately
.062 (pS.01), with Model 8 being the best prediction equation for
this sample's Typing grade. Thus, using this predictor
composite, sophomore females would be consistently underpredicted
in their Typing grades if the common regression line were used,
while sophomore males would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.
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Again, when testing for ethnic group differences, the use of
this ASVAB composite in the equations resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group members. Thus, Model 12,
which contained only the unit vector and the Technical composite
score in the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction
of Typing course grades obtained by sophomores during this school
year.

Sophomores 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. The Technical prediction
equations showed statistically significant slope differences
between the male and female regression lines. The R2 change for
the Model 7 and Model 8 comparison was approximately .027
(pS.O1), with Model 7 being the best prediction equation for this
sample's Typing grade. The change in the Typing grade per unit
change in the Technical composite was significantly different
for sophomore males and females.

Using the Technical composite as the aptitude predictor
variable, the results showed no statistically significant slope
or intercept differences for the ethnic group members. Again,
Model 12 could be used in the prediction of Typing course grade
for these sophomores.

Juniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. As in the sophomore 1984-
85 sample, the results showed statistically significant intercept
differences between the male and female regression lines. The R'
change for the Model 8 and Model 9 comparison was approximately
.1.02 (p<.01), with Model 8 being the best prediction equation for
this sample's Typing grade. Thus, using this predictor
composite, junior females would be consistently underpredicted in
their Typing grades if the common regression line were used,
while junior males would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

Again, when testing for ethnic group differences, the use of
this ASVAB composite in the equations resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
White and Black ethnic group members. Thus, Model 12, which
contained only the unit vector and the Technical composite score
in the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of
Typing course grades obtained by juniors during this school year.

Juniors 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
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and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. As in the
previous sample, the results showed statistically significant
intercept differences between the male and female regression
lines. The R change for the Model 8 and Model 9 comparison was
approximately .057 (pE.01), with Model 8 being the best
prediction equation for this sample's Typing grade. Thus, using
this predictor composite, junior females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Typing grades if the common regression
line were used, while junior males would be consistently
overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Statistically significant intercept differences also resultel
between the White and Nonwhite ethnic subgroups. With an R
change of .035 (p..01) for the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison,
Model 11 would be the best prediction system. Thus, if a common
regression line using the Technical composite as the aptitude
measure were used in the prediction of Typing course grade, White
juniors would be consistently underpredicted on this criterion
while Nonwhite juniors would be consistently overpredicted.

Seniors 1984-85. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. The Technical composite equations resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences between the male
and female regression lines. The R2 change for the Model 8 and
Model 9 comparison was approximately .035 (p .01), with Model 8
being the best prediction equation for this sample's Typing
grade. Thus, using this predictor composite, senior females
would be consistently underpredicted in their Typing grades if
the common regression line were used, while senior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Accounting and Bookkeepin_

Sophomores 1985-86. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. The use of the ASVAB Technical composite as the
predictor variable showed statistically significant slope
differences in the prediction equations for the two sophomore
gender groups and resulted in an R change of .026 (p:.O1) for
the Model 7 vs Model 8 comparison. Therefore, Model 7 would be
the best prediction equation for this sample. The change in the
Accounting grade per unit change, in the Technical composite was
significantly different for sophomore males and females.

Home Economics

Freshmen 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Bleck ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. The prediction equations
with the ASVAB Technical composite showed statistically
significant intercept differences in the prediction equations for
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the two freshmen gender groups and resulted in an R2 change of
.090 (p<.01) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore,
Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample.
Using this composite, freshmen females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Home Economics grades if the common
regression line were used, while freshmen males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

When the tests for ethnic group differences were conducted
using the ASVAB Technical composite, the results showed
statistically significant intercept differences in the prediction
equations for the two ethnic groups. An R2 change of .091
(p .01) for the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison was evidenced;
and Model 11 could be used in the prediction of Home Economics
course grade for these freshmen. Using this predictor composite,
freshmen Whites would be consistently underpredicted in their
Home Economics grades if the common regression line were used,
while freshmen Blacks would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

Freshmen 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. Using the
Technical composite as a predictor variable, the results showed
statistically significant intercept differencis for these two
freshmen gender groups and resulted in an R change of .127
(p .0l) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model
8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using
this composite as the aptitude measure, freshmen females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Home Economics grades if the
common regression line were used, while freshmen males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

When the tests for ethnic group differences were conducted
using the ASVAB Technical composite, the results showed no
statif.tically significant slope or intercept differences in the
prediction equations for the two ethnic groups. Model 12 could
be used in the prediction of Home Economics course grade for
the .e freshmen.

Sophomore 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The prediction
equations with the ASVAB Technical composite showed statistically
significant intercept differences in the prediction equations for
the two gender groups and resulted in an R change of .094
(p,.01) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model
8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using
this composite, sophomore females would be consistently
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underpredicted in their Home Economics grades if the common
regression line were used, while sophomore males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

When the tests for ethnic group differences were conducted
using the ASVAB Technical composite, the results showed
statistically significant intercept differences in the prediction
equations for the two ethnic groups. An R2 change of .058
(pS.01) for the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison was evidenced;
and Model 11 could be used in the prediction of Home Economics
course grade for these sophomores. Using this predictor
composite, White sophomores would be consistently underpredicted
in their Home Economics grades if the comion regression line were
used, while Nonwhite sophomores would be consistently
overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Sophomores 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The use of the
Technical composite prediction equations resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences for the gender
group members and resulted in an R2 change of .091 (ps.01) for
the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be
the best prediction equation for this sample. Using this
composite, sophomore females would be consistently underpredicted
.4n their Home Economics grades if the common regression line were
used, while sophomore males would be consistently overpredicted
if a common regression line were used.

When the tests for ethnic group differences were conducted
using the ASVAB Technical composite, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences in the
prediction equations for the two ethnic groups. Model 12 could
be used in the prediction of Home Economics course grade for
these sophomores.

Seniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. As in the
junior 1985-86 sample, the Technical composite equations resulted
in statistically siggificant intercept differences for the gender
group members. An R' change of .076 (p .0l) was obtained for the
Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison; therefore, Model 8 would be the
best prediction equation for this sample. Using this composite
senior females would be consistently underpredicted in their Home
Economics grades if the common regression line were used, while
senior males -Would be consistently cwerpredicted if a cormon
regression line were used.
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The tests for ethnic group differences were conducted using
the ASVAB Technical composite, and the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences in the
prediction equations for the two ethnic groups. Model 12 could
be used in the prediction of Home Economics course grade for
these seniors.

Computer Proaramming

Juniors 1984-85. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. Again, using the Technical composite as a predictor
variable, the results showed statistically sign'ficant intercept
differences for the gender group members. An R1 change of .091
(pS.01) was obtained for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison;
therefore, Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this
sample. Using this composite junior females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Computer Programming grades
if the common regression line were used, while junior males would
be consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were
used.

Seniors 1984-85. As in the previous Computer Programming
samples, this sample tested for gender group differences. The
Technical composite prediction equations resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender groups. Thus, Model 9, which contained the unit vector
and the ASVAB Technical composite, could be used in the
prediction of Computer Programming course grades obtained by
seniors for this year.

Table 14. Sumnary of Equity Findings for Prediction of High School
Course Grades by Technical Conposite

Course Sex Ethnicity Sex*Ethnicity

English I-IV
Fresh 84-85 S E NS
Fresh 85-86 1 1 NS
Sop 84-85 S I NS
Sopi 85-86 S I WS
Jr 84-85 S I WS
Jr 85-86 $ I MS
Sr 84-85 S I NS

General Math
Fresh 84-85 1 E NS
Soph 84-85 E E NS
Jr 85-86 1 E MS
Sr 8485 E E NS

HM. NS a Not significant; I a Intercept differences; S Slope
differences; E a Equitable test, no significant slope or intercept
differences found; NT a Not tested due to =Lt satLe sizes.
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Tabl i4, (Continued)

Course Sex Ethnicity Sex*Ethnicity

Algebra
Fresh 84-85 I E NS
Fresh 85-86 i I WS
Soph 84-85 I E WS
Soph 85-86 I E NS
Jr 85-86 E I NS

Geometry
Fresh 85-86 1 I NS
Soph 84-85 1 E MS
Soh 85-86 1 I MS
Jr 84-85 I E WS
Jr 85-86 E I MS
Sr P.4-85 E E MS

General Science
Fresh 84-E5 NS NS I
Fresh 85-86 I E MS
Soph 84-85 1 E MS
Soph 85-86 1 I PS
Jr 85-86 I E MS
Sr 84-85 1 NT MS

Biology
Fresh 84-85 ! E MS
Fresh 85-86 1 E MS
Soph 84-85 S E MS
Soph 85-86 S E MS
Jr 8A-85 I E MS
Jr 85-86 1 MT MS
Sr 84-85 1 l MS

Chemistry
Soph 84-85 1 NT NS
Jr 84-85 I E MS
Sr 84-85 E E MS

Government
Fresh 84-85 1 WT NS
Soph 85-86 1 1 NS
Jr 84-85 1 1 MS
Jr 85-86 S E MS
Sr 84-85 1 E NS

History
Fresh 84-85 1 E NS
Fresh 85-86 1 1 NS
Soph 84-85 I I WS
Sop 85-86 s NS
Jr 84-85 S I MS
Jr 85-86 I I MS
Sr 84-85 1 I MS

Foreign Language
Fresh 84-85 ! E NS
Fresh 85-86 S E NS
Soph 84-85 s E MS
Soph 85-86 I E MS
Jr 85-86 1 E NS
Sr 84-85 1 E WS

mote. mS = Not significant; I Intercept differences; S = Slope
differences; E x Equitable test, no significant slope or intercept
differences fciur- ; NT Not tested due to smatl sespte sizes.
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Tabte 14. (Conctuded)

Course Sex Ethnicity Sex*Ethnicity

Typing
Fresh 84-85 1 E MS
Fresh 85-6 1 E NS
Soph 84-85 i E MS
Soph 85-86 S E MS
Jr 84-85 1 E MS
Jr 85-86 1 I i MS
Sr 84-85 1 NT MS

Accounting
Soph 85-86 S NT NS

Home Economics
Fresh 84-85 1 1 MS
Fresh 85-86 1 E NS
Soph 84-85 1 i ;US
Soph 85-86 I E MS
Sr 54-85 1 E NS

Computer Program MS
Jr 84-85 1 NT NS
Sr 84-85 E NT NS

Note. NS Not significant; I Intercept differences; S SLope
differences; E = Equitabte test, no significant stope or intercept
differences found; NT = Not tested due to smatt saffple sizes.

General Composite

English I - IV

Freshmen 1984-85. Using the General composite with this
sample, the results showed statistically significant differences
between the Model 2 vs Model 4 and the Model 2 vs Model 5
comparisons. However, the Model 2 vs Model 6 comparsion showed
that these two models were not significantly different. Model 6
included the unit vector, the General score by sex two-way
interaction predictor variable3, and the sex by ethnicity t.j-way
interaction predictor variables. With Model 6 as the best
prediction equation for this sample's English grade, no
differential validiy was evidenced for the ethnicity by General
score two-way interaction variables, with ethnicity being defined
as White, Black and Hispanic group membership.

Freshmen 1985-86. This composite showed statistically
significant intercept differences in the prediction ecuations for
the two freshmen gender groups and resulted in an R change of
.049 (p<.001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore,
Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample.
Using the General composite as the predictor variable freshmen
females would be consistently underpredicted in their English
grades if the common regression line were used, while freshmen
males would be consistently overpredicted if a common regresFion
line were used.
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When the model comparison3 were made for ethnic group
differences, using this ASVAB composite resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences among
the White, Black and Hispanic regression lines. Thus, Model 12,
which contained the unit vector and the General composite score,
could be used in the prediction of English grades obtained Liy
freshmen during this school year.

Sophomores 1984-85. When the model comparisons were made for
gender group differences, using the General composite resulted in
statistically significant slope differences between the male and
female regression lines. The R2 change for the Model 7 and Model
8 comparison was approximately .015 (p:.001), with Model 7 being
the best prediction equation for this group's English grade.
Thus, the change in the English grade per unit change in the
ASVAB General composite was significantly different for this
year's sophomore males and females.

Using this composite score as the aptitude measure resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
White, Black and Hispanic sophomores which were the ethnic groups
defined in the prediction equations. Thus, Model 12, which
corntaied only the unit vector and the General composite score in
the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of
English course grade for these sophomores.

Sophomores 1985-86. The model comparisons for gender group
differences using the General composite showed statistically
significant slope differences between the male and female
regression lines, with Model 7 as the prediction equatioi to be
used for this sample. The R2 change for the Model 7 and Model 8
comparison was approximately 011 (p<.001). Thus, the change in
the English grade per unit change in the ASVAB General composite
was significantly different for these sophomore males and
females.

Statistically significant intercept differences resulted amon@
the White, Black and Hispanic ethnic subgroups. With an R"
change of .007 (p<.0O01) for the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison,
Model 11 would be the best prediction system. Thus, if a common
regression line using the General composite were used in the
prediction of English course grade, White and Hispanic sopaoiores
would be consistently underpredicted on the criterion while Black
sophomores would be consistently overpredicted.

Juniors 1984-85. When the model comparisons were made for
gender group differences, using the General composite resulted in
statistically significant slope differences between the male and
female regrescion lines. The R2 change for the Model 7 and Model
8 comparison was approximately .012 (p.001), with Model 7 being
the best prediction equation for this group's English grade.
Thus, the change in the English grade per unit change in the
ASVAB General composite was significantly different for these
junior males and females.
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Using this ASVAB composite score as the aptitude predictor
variable resulted in no statistically significant slope or
intercept differences for White, Black and Hispanic juniors.
Thus, Model 12, which contained only the unit vector and the
General composite score in the prediction equation, could be used
in the prediction of English course grade for these individuals.

Juniors 1985-86. As in the 1984-85 school year, using the
General composite in the equations showed statistically
significant slope diffe ences between the male and female
regression lines. The R change for the Model 7 and Model 8
comparison was approximately .012 (p .001), with Model 7 being
the best prediction equation for English grade. Thus, the change
in the English grade per unit change in the ASVAB General
composite was also significantly different for these junior males
and females.

Again, using this composite score resulted in no statistically
significant slope or intercept differences for the ethnic groups,
with this sample including only White and Black individuals.
Thus, Model 12, which contained only the unit vector and the
General composite score in the prediction equation, could be used
in the prediction of English course grade for these juniors.

Seniors 1984-85. The ASVAB General composite as the aptitude
predictor showed statistically significant slope differences in
the prediction equations for the two senior gender groups and
resulted in an R change of .007 (p:.001) for the Model 7 vs
Model 8 comparison. Therefore, Model 7 would be the best
prediction equation for this sample. The change in the English
grade per unit change in the ASVAB General composite was
significantly different for these senior males and females.

Using this ASVAB composite score in the equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group members. Model 12
could be used in the prediction of English course grades obtained
by seniors during this school year.

General Math

Freshmen 1984-85. This sample, using the General composite
score as the aptitude predictor variable, showed statistically
significant intercept differences in the prediction ec~uations for
the two freshmen gender groups and resulted in an R change of
.010 (p<.001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore,
Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample.
Using the General composite as the predictor variable freshmen
females would be consistently underpredicted in their General
Math grades if the common regression line were used, while
freshmen males would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

332



Using this composite in the prediction equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the gender group members or the White, Black and Hispanic ethnic
group members. Model 12, containing only the unit vector and the
General composite score in the prediction equation, could be used
in the prediction of General Math course grade for these
freshmen.

Freshmen _195-86. For this sample, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender group members or the White and Black ethnic group members.
Models 9 or 17, containing only the unit vector and the General
composite score in the prediction equation, could be used in the
prediction of Geneidl Math course grade for these freshmen.

Sophomores 1984-85. This sample also resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender group members or the White, Black and Hispanic ethnic
group members. Models 9 or 12, which contained only the unit
vector and the General composite score in the prediction
equation, could be used in the prediction )f General Math course
grades obtained during this year by scphomores.

Sophomores 1985-86. This sample, using the General composite
in the equations, shuwed statistically significant intercept
differences between the male and female gender subgroups. With
an Rf change of .039 (p<.001) for the Model 8 %s Moael 9
comparison, Model 8 would be the best prediction system. Thus,
if a common regression line using the Gpneral composite were used
in the prediction of General Mat course grade, female sophomores
would be consistently underpredicted on the criterion while male
sophomores would be consistently overpredicted.

The results also showed no statistically significant slope or
intercept differences between the White and Black ethnic group
members regression lines. Thus, Model 12, containing the unit
vector and the General composite score, could be used in
predicting General Math course grade for these individuals.

Juniors 1984-85. In this 1984-85 sample, using the General
composite score as the aptitude predictor variable, showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender or White and Black ethnic group members. Thus, Models 9
or J2, which contained only the unit vector and the Genera]
composite score in the prediction equation, could be used in the
prediction of General Math course grades obtained J.n 1984-85 by
juniors.

b_ 1 _u__L, _5. . At first, using this composite with this
s,,.I.ple, gender differences were investlgated by not includinq
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and IBlack ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gerder variables in the equations. Using the General
con)o uit tu score as the a, titude predictor var able, showed
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statistically significant intercept difffrences between the male
and female gender subgroups. With an R change of .039 (p<.01)
for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison, Model 8 would be the best
prediction system. Thus, if a common regression line using the
General composite were used in the prediction of General Math
course grade, female juniors would be consistently underpredicted
on the criterion while male juniors would be consistently
overpredicted.

Using the General composite as the aptitude predictor variable
resulted in no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences for the ethnic group members. Thus, Model 12,
containi.ng the unit vector and the General composite score, could
be used in predicting General Math course grade for these
individuals.

Seniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. The results showed nc
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gen-der group o: ethnic group members. Again, Model 9 or 12 could
be used in the prediction of General Math course grades obtained
in 1984-85 by seniors.

Algeb a

Freshmren 1984-85. Using the ASVAB General composite as the
predictor variable, the results showed statistically significant
intercept differences in the prediction equations for the two
gender groups w.th an R change of .041 (p .001) for the Model 8
vs Mode] 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the best
prediction equation for this sample. Using this composite,
freshmen females would be consistently underpredicted in their
Algebra grades if the common regression line were used, while
freshmen males would be -,onsistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score in the equ.u'ions resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the ethnic group membcrs, which in this sample were defined as
hite and Nonwhite. Thus, Model 12, which contained only tho

unit vector aad the General composite score in the prediction
equation, could be used in the prediction of Algebra colirse grade
for f :eshmen during this school year.

Ercshmen 1985-86. With the General composite as the aptitude
m .a.;'ire tha results showed statistically nigni.ficant intercr~pt
differences in the prediction equations for the two gerder
groups. T'he&E comparisons resulted in R change of .054 (p<.001)
for the Model 8 vs Model 9 tatts. Therefore, Model 8 would be
the beat prediction equation for this sample. Using this
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composite, freshmen females would be consistently underpredicted
in their Algebra grades if the common regression line were used,
while freshmen maleL would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression 1lne were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score in the equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the ethnic group members, which in this sample were defined as
White and Nonwhite. Thus, Model 12, which contained only the
unit vector and the General composite score in the prediction
equation, could be used in the prediction of Algebra course grade
for freshmen during this school year.

Sophomores 1984-85. The use of this composite resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences 2in the prediction
equations for the gender groups, with an R change of .032
(p!.001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model
8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using
the General composite as the predictor variable, sophomore
females would be consistently underpredicted in their Algebra
grades if the common regression line were used, while sophomore
males would be consistently overpredicted if a common regression
line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
White and Nonwhite sophomores, which were the ethnic groups
defined in the prediction equations. Thus, Model 12, which
contained only the unit vector and the General composite score in
the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of
Algebra course grade for these sophomores.

Sophomores 1985-86. In this sample, using the General
composite, the results also showed statistically significant
intercept differe ces for the gender group members. These tests
resulted in an R change of .022 (pe.001) for the Model 8 vs
Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the best
prediction equation for this sample. Using this composite,
sophomore females would be consistently underpredicted in their
Algebra grades if the common regression line were used, while
sophomore males would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

Using the General compo3ite as the predictor resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
White and Nonwhite ethnic group members. Thtis, Model 12, which
contained only the unit vector and the General composite score in
the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of
Algebra course grades obtained in 19S5-86 by sophomores.

Juniors 1984-85. In this 1984-85 sample, using the General
composite score as the aptitude predictor variable, the results
showed statistically significant intercept differences foi the
gender group members. These tests resulted in an R change of
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.044 (p<.001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore,
Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample.
Using this composite, junior females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Algebra grades if the common regression
line were used, while junior males would be consistently
overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score in the equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the ethnic group members, which in this sample were defined as
White and Black. Thus, Model 12, which contained only the unit
vector and the General composite score in the prediction
equation, could be used in the prediction of Algebra course grade
for juniors during this school year.

Juniors 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. Using the
General composite as t aptitude predictor resulted in no
statistically signifLjant slope or intercept differences for the
gender group or ethnic group members. Again, Model 9 or 12 could
be used in the prediction of Algebra course grade for these
juniors.

Seniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by rot including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. Using the
General composite in the equations resulted in statistically
significant intercept differences for the gender group members.
With an R change of .049 (pS.01) for the Model 8 vs Mode]. 9
comparison, Modtl 8 would be the best prediction system for these
seniors. Usiirg this composite, senior females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Algebra grades if the common
regression line were used, while senior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score in the equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the ethnic group members, which in this sample were defined as
White and Nonwhite Thus, Model 12 could be used in the
prediction of Algebra ccurse grades obtained by seniors in the
1984-85 school year.

2 mm r

Freshmen 1985-84. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
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by not including the gender variables irn the equations. These
tests resulted in an R change of .015 (p:.01) for the Model 8 vs
Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the best
prediction equation for this sample. Using this composite,
freshmen females would be consistently underpredicted in their
Geometry grades if the common regression line were used, while
freshmen males would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

Using the General composite in the prediction equations
resulted in no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences for the three ethnic groups. Thus, Model 12 could be
used in the prediction of Geometry course grades obtained by
freshmen in the 1985-86 school year.

Sophomores 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the gender variables in the equations. Using
the General composite in the equations resulted in statistically
significant intercept differences for the gender group members.
With an R change of .021 (p<.01) for the Model 8 vs Model 9
comparison, Model 8 would be the best prediction system for these
sophomores. Using this composite, sophomore females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Geometry grades if the
common regression line were used, while sophomore males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

As in the Freshmen sample, using the General composite
resulted in no statistically significant slope of intercept
differences for the three ethnic groups. Model 12 could be used
in the prediction of Geometry course grade for these sophomores.

Spholmores 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. With the General
composite as the aptitude measure, the results showed
statistically significan intercept differences for the gender
group members. With an R change of .040 (pl.01) for the Model 0
vs Model 9 comparison, Model 8 would be the best prediction
equation for Geometry course grade for these sophomores. Using
this composite, sophomore females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Geometry grades if the common regression
line were used, while sophomore males would be consistently
overpredicted if a commo' regression line were used.

When the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences, using the General composite within the equations,
the results showed statistically significant slope d ifferences
between the White and Black regression lines. The R2 change for
the Model 10 and Model 31 comparison was approximately .022
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(p .01), with Model 10 being the best prediction equation for
this sample's Geometry grade. Thus, the change in the Geometry
grade per unit change in the ASVAB General composite was
significantly different for these White and Black sophomores.

Juniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. With the
General composite as the aptitude measure, the results showed
statistically significant intercept differences for the gender
group members. With an R change of .042 (p:.01) for the Model 8
vs Model 9 comparison, Model 8 would be the best prediction
equation for Geometry course grade for these sophomores. Using
this composite, sophomore females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Geometry grades if the common regression
line were used, while sophomore males would be consistently
overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

As in the Freshmen sample, using the General composite
resulted in no statistically significant slepe of intercept
differences for the three ethnic groups. Model 12 could be used
in the prediction of Geometry course grade for these sophomores.

Juniors 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. With the
General composite as the aptitude measure, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender group members. Thus, Model 9 could be used in the
prediction of Geometry course grades obtained by juniors during
the 1985-86 school year.

When the moel comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences usiny the General composite, the results showed
statistically signiSicant slope differences for the gender group
members. With an R change of .044 (pS.01) for the Model 10 vs
Model 11 comparison, Model 10 would be the best prediction
equation for Geometry course grade for these juniors. The change
in the Geometry grade per unit change in the ASVAB General
composite was significantly different for these White and
Nonwhite juniors.

en!ors. 198,4-85. At first, using this composite with this
acample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic qroup differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. In this sample,
the General composite equatiorm resulted in no statistically

~338



,s

significant slope or intercept differences for the gender group
or ethnic group members. Model 9 or 12 could be used in the
predictton of Geometry course grade for these seniors.

_uniors 1985-86. This was the only Calculus sample which
possessed more than 50 cases, and only gender group differences
-were tested. The General composite, as the predictor variable,
resulted in no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences for the gender group members. Model 9 could be used
in the prediction of Calculus course grade for these individuals.

General S-ci-ence

Eraffhp ___ .19JUsing the General composite with this
sample, the results showed no statistically significant
differences between the Model 2 ve Model 4 comparison. Model 4
included the unit vector, the General composite score, and the
sex by ethnici'.y two-way interaction predictor variables, with
ethnicity membership being defined as White, Black and Hispanic.
With Model 4 as the best prediction equation for this sample's
General Science grade, no differential validity was evidenced for
the ethnicity by General score two-way interaction variables or
the sex by General score two-way interaction variables.

Freshmen 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. Using the General
composite as the aptitude predictor variable resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender group or ethnic group members. Model 9 or 12, which
contained the unit vector and the General composite score, could
be used in the prediction of General Science course grades
obtained by freshmen in 1985-86.

Sophomores 1984-85. The use of this composite resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences in the prediction
equations for the gender groups, with an R2 change of .032
(pS.001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model
8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using
the General composite as the predictor variable, sophomore
females would be consistently underpredicted in their General
Science grades if the common regression line were used, while
sophomore males would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
hite and Nonwhite sophomores, which were the ethnic groups
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defined in the prediction equations. Thus, Model 12, which
contained only the unit vector and the General composite score in
the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of
General Science course grade for these sophomores.

Sophomores 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
-ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. Again, using the General
composite as the aptitude aptitude measure resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender group or ethnic group members. Model 9 or 12 could be
-used in the prediction of General Science course grade for these
sophomores.

Juniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. Using the General
composite within the prediction equation resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender group members. Again, Model 9 could be used in the
-prediction of General Science course grade for these Juniors.

With the General composite as the aptitude measure, the
-results showed statistically significant intercept differences
for the two ethnic subgroups. With an R change of .062 (p_<.01)
for the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison, Model 11 would be the
best prediction equation for Geometry course grade for these
juniors. Using this composite, White Juniors would be
-consistently underpredicted in their Geometry grades if the
common regression line were used, while Black juniors would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Juniors 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including

= -::; ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
includinj the gender variables in the equations. Using the
Genera~ composite, the results showed statistically significant
intercept di erences between the male and female regression
lines. The R" change for the Model 8 and Model 9 comparison was
approximately .021 (pi.01), with Model 8 being the best
prediction equation for this sample's General Science grade.
Thus, using this composite, sophomore females would be
consistently underp.adicted in their General Science qrades if
the conon regression line were used, while sophomore males would
be consistently ovrpredicted if a common regression line wereused.



This General composite prediction equation resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
ethnic group meabers. Thus, Model 12 could be used in the
Vrediction of General Science course grades obtained by juniors
in 1985-86.

Seniors 1984-85. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. Using the General composite equation resulted in no
-statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
!gender groups. Thus, Model 9, which contained the unit vector
-and the ASVAB General composite, could be used in the prediction
of General Science course grade for these seniors.

Aiolov I - II

Freshmen 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. Using the
General composite within the prediction equation resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences between the male
and female regression lines. The R2 change for the Model 8 and
Model 9 comparison was approximately .025 (p<.01), with Model 8
being the be3t prediction equation for this sample's Biology
grade. Thus, using this composite, freshmen females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Biology grades if the common
regression line were used, while freshmen males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

This General composite equation also resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
ethnic group members. Again, Model 12 could be used in the
prediction of Biology course grades obtained ry freshmen in 1984-
85.

Freshmen 1985-86. The use of this composite resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences in the prediction
equations for the two freshmen gender groups, with an R change
-of .037 (pS.001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison.
Therefore, Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this
sample. Using the General composite as the predictor variable,
freshmen females would bo consistently underpredicted in their
Biology grades if the common regression line were used, while
freshmen males would' be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differencee for
White and Black freshmen, which were the ethnic groups defined in
the prediction equations. Thus, Model 12, which contained only
the unit vector and the General composite score in the prediction
equation, could be used in the prediction of Biology course grade
for these freshmen.
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Sophomores 1984-85. Using the General composite with this
sample, the results showed statistically significant differences
between the Model 2 vs Model 4 and the Model 2 vs Model 5
comparisons. However, the Model 2 vs Model 6 comparslon showed
that these two models were not significantly different. Model 6
included the unit vector, the General score by sex two-way
interaction predictor variables, and the sex by ethnicity two-way
interaction predictor variables. With Model 6 as the best
prediction equation for this sample's Biology grade, no
differential validiy was evidenced for the ethnicity by General
score two-way interaction variables, with ethnicity being defined
as White, Black and Hispanic group membership.

Sophomores 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the gender variables in the equations. These
tests resulted statistically significnt slope differences
between the gender group members and an R change of .016 (p.o01)
for the Model 7 vs Model 8 comparison. Therefore, Model 7 would
be the best prediction equation for this sample. Thus, the
change in the Biology grade per unit change in tbe General
composite was significantly different for freshmen males and
females.

Using this ASVAB composite score in the equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the three ethnic groups. Thus, Model 12, which contained only
the unit vector and the General composite score in the prediction
equation, could be used in the prediction of Biology course grade
for these sophomores during this school year.

Juniors 1984.-85. The use of this composite resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences in the prediction
equations for the two junior gender groups, with an R2 change of
.045 (p<.O01) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore,
Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample.
Using the General composite as the predictor variable, junior
females would be consistently underpredicted in their Biology
grades if the common regression line were used, while junior
males would be consistently overpredicted if a common regression
line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
White and Nonwhite juniors, which were the ethnic groups defined
in the prediction equations. Thus, Model 12, whi.h contained
only the unit vector and the General composite score in the
prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of Biology
course grade for these juniors.
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Juniors 1985-86. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. Using the General composite as the predictor
variable resulted in statistically significant intercept
differences for the gender groups. With an R change of .065
(p<.Ol) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison, Model 8 would be
the best prediction equation of Biology course grade for these
juniors. Using the General composite as the predictor variable,
junior females would be consistently underpredicted in their
Biology grades if the common regression line were used, while
junior males would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

Seniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. The use of this General
composite in the equations resulted in statistically siggificant
intercept differences for the gender members. With an R change
of .043 (p<.O1) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison, Model 8
would be the best prediction equations for these seniors. Using
this composite, senior females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Biology grades if the common regression
line were used, while senior males would be consistently
overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

When the tests for ethnic group differences were conducted
using the General composite as the predictor composite, the
results showed statistically significant intercept differences in
the predistion equations for the White and Black ethnic groups,
with an R change of .036 (p<.0l) for the Model 11 vs Model 12
comparison. Therefore, Model 11 would be the best prediction
equation for this sample. Using the General composite as the
predictor variable, White seniors would be consistently
underpredicted in their Biology grades if the common regression
line were used, while Black seniors would be consistently
overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Chemistry I - II

Freshmen 1985-86. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. Using the General composite in the equations, the
results showed no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences for the gender groups. Thus, Model 9, which
contained only the unit vector and the General composite score in
the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of
Chemistry course grade for these freshmen.

Sophomores 1984-85. This sample also tested only for gender
group differences. Again, with the General composite in the
equations, the results showed statistically significant intercept
differences for the gender groups. With an R change of .038
(p'.Ol) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison, Model 8 could be
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used in the prediction of Chemistry course grades obtained by
these sophomores. Sophomore females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Chemistry grades if the common regression
line were used, while sophomore males would be consistently
overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

SoDhomores 1985-86. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. Using the General composite as the predictor
variable, the results indicated statistically sigpificant
intercept differences for the gender groups. With an R change
of .058 (ps.0l) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison, Model 8
would be the best prediction system of Chemistry course grade for
these sophomores. Using this composite, sophomore females would
be consistently underpredicted in their Chemistry grades if the
common regression line were used, while sophomore males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Juniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The use of this
General composite in the equations resulted in statistically
significant intercept 9ifferences for the gender and two ethnic
group members. With R changes of .074 and .021 (p..01) for the
Model 8 vs Model 9 and the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparisons,
Models 8 and 11 would be the best prediction equations for these
juniors. Using this composite, junior females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Chemistry grades if the
common regression line were used, while junior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.
Conversely, if a common regression line using the General
composite as the aptitude measure were used in the prediction of
Chemistry course grade, White juniors would be consistently
underpredicted on this criterion while Nonwhite juniors would be
consistently overpredicted.

Juniors 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The use of this
composite resulted in statistically signiticant intercept
differences in the 2prediction equations for the two junior gender
groups, with an R change of .086 (p<.01) for the Model 8 vs
Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the best
prediction equation for this sample. Using the General composite
as the predictor variable, junior females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Chemistry grades if the common regression
line were used, while junior males would be consistently
overpredicted if a common regression line were used.
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Using this ASVAB composite score, the results again showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
White and Nonwhite juniors, which were the ethnic groups defined
in the prediction equations. Thus, Model 12, whicn contained
only the unit vector and the General composit, score in the
prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of Chemistry
course grade for the:ve juniors.

Seniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Ponwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. Using the
General composite, the results showed no statistically
significant slope or intercept differences for the gender or
White and Nonwhite ethnic group members. Model 9 or 12 could be
used in the prediction of Chemistry course grades obtained by
seniors during this school year.

Physics I - II

Juniors 1985-86. This szrnple tested only for gender group
differences. The use of this composite resulted in statistically
significant intercept differences in the rediction equations for
the two junior gender groups, with an R- change of .051 (p!.01)
for the Model 8 vs Mode) 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would
be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using the
General composite as the predictor variable, junior females would
be consistently underpredicted in 'heir Physics grades if the
common regression line were used, while junior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Seniors 1984-85. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. The General composite equations again resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences for the gender
groups. An R change of .074 (p<.u') for the Model 8 vs Model 9
comparison was evidenced; therefore, Model R would be the best
prediction equation for this sample. Using the General composite
as the predictor variable, senior females would be consistently
undeipredicted in their Physics grades if the common regression
line were used, while senior males would be consistently
overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Government anC Civics

Fresh'men 1974-85. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. The Geiieral composite equations kgain resulted in
no statizticdlly significant intercept differences for the gender
groups. Model 9, containing the 11nit ye tor and the General
comp.)sit.2 score, co(.[Ld be used in the prediction of Government
course -Irade for thes-e individual;.
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Sophomore 1984-85. This sample tested for gender group
differences. Using the General composite as the predictor
variable, the results showed statisticaliy significant intercept
differences for the gender groups. An R change of .039 (p<.01)
for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison was evidencec; therefore,
Model 8 would be the beet prediction equation for this sample.
Using the General composite as the predictor variable, sophomore
females would be consistently underpredicted in their Government
grades if the common regression line were used, while sophomore
males would be consistently overpredicted if a common regression
line were used.

Sophomores 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White --
and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The use of this
General composite in the equations resulted in statistically
significant slope differences for the gender group members. With
an R change of .016 (p<.0l) for the Model 7 vs Model 8
comparison, Model 7 would be the best prediction equation for
these sophomores. Thus, the change in the Government g-ade per
unit change in the General composite was significantly different
for sophomore males and females.

The use of this General composite in the equations resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences for the two
ethnic group members. With R change of .019 (p<.01) for the
Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison, Model 11 would be the best
prediction equations for these sophomores. Using this composite,
White sophomores would be consistently underpredicted on this
criterion if the comw1 on regression line were used, while Hispanic
sophomores would be consistently overpredicted.

Juniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated b,, not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic gzoup differences wers ;tudied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. However, the
use of this General composite in the equations resulted in
statistically significat intercept differences for only the
gender subgroup. With R" change of .034 (p<.01) for the Model 8
vs Model 9 comparison, Model 8 would be the best prediction
equation for these juniors. Using this composite, junior females
would be consistently underpredicted in their Government grades
if the common regression line were used, while junior males would
be consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were
used.

Using this ASVAB composite score, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
White and Nonwhite juniors, which were the ethnic groups defined
in the prediction equations. Thus, Model 12, which contained
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only the unit vector and the General composite score in the
prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of
Government course grade for these juniors.

Juniors 1985-86. This sample, using the General composite
score as the aptitude predictor variable, resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences for the gender
group members. With an R2 change of .049 (p<.001) for the Model
8 vs Model 9 comparison, Model 8 was the best prediction equation
for this sample. Using this composite, junior females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Government grades if LIie
common regression line were used, while junior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
White and Black juniors, which were the ethnic groups defined in
the prediction equations. Thus, Model 12, which contained only
the unit vector and the General composite score in the prediction
equation, could be used in the prediction of Government course
grade for these juniors.

Seniors 1984-85. Similar to some of the previous samples,
using the General composite score as the aptitude predictor
variable, resulted in statistically significant intercept
differences for the gender group members. With R2 changq of .023
(p<.001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison, Model 8 would be
the best prediction equation for these seniors. Using this
composite, senior females would be consistently underpredicted in
their Government grades if the common regression line were used,
while senior males would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

When ethnic group differences were investigated using this
composite, the results showed no statistically significant slope
or intercept differences for the White and Black ethnic group
members. Again, Model 12, which contained only the unit vector
and the General composite score in the prediction equation, could
be used in the prediction of Government course grades for these
seniors.

History

Freshmen 1984-85. The usa of the ASVAB General composite as
the aptitude predictor variable showed statistically significant
intercept differences in the prediction equatlions for the two
freshmen gender groups and resulted in an R change of .037
(p<.001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model
8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using
this composite as the predictor variable, freshmen females would
be consistently underpredicted in their History grades if the
common regression line were used, while freshmen males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were u:ed.
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The use of this ASVAB composite in the equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group members. Thus, Model
12, which contained only the unit vector and the General
composite score in the prediction equation, could be used in the
prediction of History course grades obtained by freshmen during
this school year.

Freshmen 1985-86. This sample, using the General composite
score as the aptitude predictor variable, resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences in the prediction
eguations for the two freshmen gender groups and resulted in an
R change oi .015 (p<.O01) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison.
Therefore, Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this
sample. Using this composite as the predictor variable, freshmen
females would be consistently underpredicted in their History
grades if the common regressin line were used, while freshmen
males would be consistently overpredicted if a common regression
line were used.

The use of this ASVAB composite in the equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the White and Vlack ethnic group members. Thus, Model 12, which
contained only the unit vector and the General composite score in
the predictioin equation, could be used in the prediction of
IHistory course grades obtaincd by freshmen during this school
year.

Sophomores 1984-85. Using the General composite score as the
aptitude predictor variable, the results showed statistically
significant intercept differences in the prediction equations for
the two sophomore gender groups and resulted in an R2 change of
.028 (p .001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore,
Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample.
Using this composite as the predictor variable, sophomore females
would be consistently underpredicted in their History grades if
the common regression line were used, while sophomore males would
be consistently overpredicted if a common rearession line were
used.

Again, the use of this ASVAB composite in the equations
resulted in no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences for the White and Black ethnic group members. Thus,
Model 12, which contained only the unit vector and the General
composite score in the prediction equation, could be used in the
prediction of History course grades obtained by sophomores during
this school year.

Sohomorps __19 R-P6. The use of this composite resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences 2n the prediction
equations for the gender groups, with an R change of .032
(p<.001) tor the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model
8 would be the best pvediction equation for this sample. Using
the General compsite as the predictor variable, sophomore
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females would be consistently underpredicted in their History
grades if the common regression line were used, while sophomore
males would be consistently overpredicted if a common regression
line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
White, Black and Hispanic sophomores, which were the ethnic
groups defined in the prediction equAtions. Thds, Model 12,
which contained only the unit vector and the General composite
score in the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction
of History course qrade for these sophomores.

Juniors 1984-85. Like the 1985-86 fresnmen sample, this
sample, using the General composite score as the aptitude
predictor variable, resulted in statistically significant
intercept differences in the prediction equa~ionZ for the two
junior gender groups and resulted in an R change of .049
(p<.001) for the 14odel 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model
8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using
this composite as the predicLor variable, junior females would be
consistently underpredicted in their History grades if the common
regression line were used, while junior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Again, the uze cf this ASVAB composite in the equations
resulted in no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences for the White and Black ethnic group members. Thus,
Model 12, which contained only the unit vector and the General
composite score in the prediction equation, could be used in the
prediction of History course grades obtained by juniors during
this school year.

Juniors 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not inling
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. Using the General
co-.iposite score as the aptitude predictor variable, the results
showed statistically significant slope differences in the
prediction equations for the two junior gender groups and
resulted in an R change of .015 (p<.0l) for the Model 7 vs Model
8 comparison. Therefcre, Model 7 would be the best prediction
equation for this sample. The change in the History grade per
unit change in the General composite was significantly different
for freshmen males and females.

The use of this ASVAB composite in the equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences lor
the White and Black ethnic group members. Thus, Model 12, which
contained only the unit vector and the General composite score in
the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of
Ilistcry coorse grade~s obtaincd hy juniors duLI.ig this chool
year.
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Seniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. The use of the General
composite in the prediction equations resulted in statistically
significant intercept differences for the gender group members.
An R change of .017 (p:.01) for the Model 8 vs Model 9
comparison was evidenced. Thprefore, Model 8 would be the best
prediction equation for this sample. Using this composite as the
predictor variable, senior females would be consistently
underpredicted in their History grades if the common regression
line were used, while senior males would be consistently
overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Statistically significant intercept differences also Iesulted
between the White and Black ethnic subgroups. With an R change
of .020 (p<.01) for the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison, Model 11
would be the best prediction sy:Lem. Thus, if a common
regression line using the General composite as the aptitude
measure were used in the prediction of History course grade,
White seniors would be consistently underpredicted on this
criterion while Black seniors would be consistently
overpredicted.

Foreign Lanquage

Freshmen 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in thie prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including t1e gender variables in the equations. The
results showed an R change of .071 (p<.0i) for the Model 8 vs
Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the best
prediction equation for this sample. Using this composite as the
aptitude predictor variable, freshmen females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Forei-n LanguAge grades if
the common regression line were used, while freshmen males would
be consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were
used.

The use of this ASVAB composite score in the equations also
resulted in statistically significant intercept differences in
the prediction equations fo5 the White, Black and Hispanic ethnic
groups and resulted in an R change of .027 (p<.0l) for the Model
11 vs Model 12 comparison. Therefore, Mode. 11 would be The best
prediction equation for this sample. Using this composite as the
aptitude predictor variable, White and Hispanic freshmen would be
consistently underpredicted in their Foreign Language graQes if
the common regression line were used, while Black freshmen would
be consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were
used.
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Freshmen 1985-8b. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnici+-y variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the gender variables in the equations. When the
model comparisons were made for gender group differences, using
the General composite within the equations, the results showed
statistically significant slope differences between the male and
female regression lines. The R change for the Model 7 and Model
8 comparison was approxi..iately .007 (p<.Ol), with Model 7 being
the best prediction equation for this sample's Forein Language
grade. Thus, the change in the Foreign Language grade pir unit
change in the ASVAB General compos'te was sig,,ificantly difter;:..
for male and female freshmen.

The use of this ASVAB composite score in the equations also
resulted in statistically significant intercept differences in
the prediction equations fo5 the White, Black and Hispanic ethnic
groups and resulted in an R change of .012 (p<.01) for the Model
11 vs Model. 12 comparison. Therefore, Model 11 would be the best
prediction equation for this sample. Using th,s composite as the
aptitude predictor variable, White and Hispanic freshmen would be
consistently underpredicted in their Foreign Language grades if
the common regression line were used, while Black freshmen would
be consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were
used.

Sophomores 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the gender variables in the equations. When the
model comparK&'ns were made for gender group differences, using
the Genera, .-onposite within the equations, the results again
showed statiztically significant intercept differences between
the male and female regression lines. The R change for the
Model 8 and Model 9 comparison was approximately .104 (p<.0!),
with Model 8 being the best prediction equation for this sample's
Foreign Language grade. Thus, sophomore females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Foreign Language grades if
the common regression line were used, while sophomore males would
be consistently overpredicted if a (ommon regression line were
used.

When the model comparisons were made for ethnic qroup
differences using of this General composite in the prediction
equations, the results also showed statistically significant
intercept differences between the White, Black and Hispanic
regression lines. The R2 change for the Model 11 and Model 12
comparison was approximately .016 (p<.01), with Model 11 being
the best prediction equation for this sample's Foreign Language
grade. White and Hispanic sophomores would be consistently
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underpredicted in their Foreign Language grades if the common
regression line were used, while Black sophomores would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Sophomores 1985-36. Using the ASVAB General composite as the
aptitude predictor in the equations showed statistically
significant intercept differences in the prediction ecuations for
the two sophomore gender groups and resulted in an R change of
.074 (p<.0l) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore,
Model 8 would be the best prediction equation tor this sample.
Using this composite sophomore females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Foreign Language grades if the common
regression line were used, while sophomore males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

When the mioael comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences using of this General composite in the prediction
equations, the results also showed statistically significant
intercept differences between the White and Nonwhite regression
lines. The R2 chanqe for the Model 31 and Model 12 comparison
was approximately .017 (p .Ol), with Model 11 being the best
prediction equation for this sample's Foreign Language grade.
White sopnomores would be consistently underpredicted in their
Foreign Language grades it the common regression line were used,
while Nonwhite sophomores would be cun:isteiitly overpredicted if
a common regression line were used.

Juniors 1984-85. At first, using this corposite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the gender variables in the equations. The use
of the General composite as a predictor measure showed
statistically significant intercept differences between the male
and female regression lines. The R2 change for the Model 8 and
Model 9 comparison was approximately .104 (p:.01), with Model 8
being the best prediction equation for this sample's Foreign
Language grade. Thus, using this predictor composite, jun-or
females would be consistently underpredicted in their Foreign
Language grades if the common regression line were used, while
junior males would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

When the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences, the General predictor composite also resulted in
btatistically significapt intercept differences for the ethnic
group members. The R change for the Model 11 vs Model 12
comparison was .025 (p<.01); therefore, Model 11 would be the
best prediction equation for these juniors' Foreign Language
course grade. Using this composite White and Hispanic juniors
would be consistently underpredicted in their Foreign Language
grades if the common regression line we-- used, while Bla-ck
juniors would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.
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Juniors 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The General
prediction equations resulted in statistically significant
intercept differences between the male and female regression
lines. The R2 change for the Model 8 and Model 9 comparison was
approximately .070 (pS.01), with Model 8 being the best
prediction equation for this sample's Foreign Language grade.
Thus, using this predictor composite, junior females would be
con:=istently uitderpredicted in their Foreign Language grades if
the common regression line were used, while junior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

When testing for ethnic group differences, the use of this
ASVAB composite in the equations resulted in no statistically
significant slope or intercept differences for the White and
Hispanic ethnic group members. Thus, Model 12, which ccntrined
only the unit vector and the General composite score iA the
prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of Foreign
Language course grades obtained by juniors during this school
year.

Seniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gende'r differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. Again, the
General predictiln equations resulted in statistically
significant intercept differences between the male and female
regression lines. The R2 change for the Model 8 and Model 9
comparison was approximately .029 (p!.01), with Model 8 being the
best prediction equation for this sample's Foreign Language
grade. Thus, using this predictor composite, senior females
would be consistently underpredicted in their Foreign Language
grades if the common regression line were used, while senior
males would be consistently overpredicted if a coTAmon regression
line were used.

The General composite prediction equations resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
two ethnic groups. Model 12 could be used in the prediction of
Foreign Language course grade for these individua ls.

Secretary and Office Education

Juniors 1985-86. This sample tested only for White and
Nonwhite ethnic group differences. Using the General composite
as the sptitude predict'm variable, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
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ethnic groups. Thus, Model 12, which contained the unit vector
and the ASVAB General composite, could be used ii the prediction
of this course grade for these juniors.

Seniors 1984-85. This sample tested only for White and
Nonwhite ethnic group differences. Again, using the General
composite prediction equations the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
ethnic groups. Thus, Model 12, which contained the unit vector
and the ASVAB General composite, could be used in the prediction
of Secretary and Office course gzades obtained by these seniors.

Typing and Word Processing

Freshmen 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the gender variables in the equations. The
General prediction equations resu]ted in statistically
significant intercept differences between the male and female
regression lines. The R2 change for the Mode]. 8 and Model 9
comparison was approximately .024 (p .01), with Model 8 being the
best prediction equation for this sample's Typing grade. Thus,
using this predictor composite, freshmen females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Typing grades if the common
regression line were used, while freshmen males would be
%7 , ish~nt" vcrprz&i2tcd if . mr.on regression line were used.

When testing for ethnic group differences, the use of this
ASVAB composite in the equations resulted in no statistically
significant slope or intercept differences for the White, Black
ai1d Hispanic ethnic group members. Thus, Model 12, which
contained only the unit vector and the Cn-ra.. c e score in
the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of
Typing course grades obtained by freshmen during this school
year.

Freshmen 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The General
prediction equations resulted in statistically significant
intercept differences between the male and female regression
lines. The R2 change for the Model 8 and Model 9 comparison was
approximately .036 (p<.0l), with Model 8 being the best
prediction equation for this sample's Typing grade. Thus, using
this predictor composite, freshmen females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Typing grades if the common regression
lin were used, while fresh.. males would b consistently
,verpredicted if a common regression line were used.
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When testing for ethnic group differences, the use of this
ASVAB composite in the equations resulted in no statistically
significant slope or intercept differences for the White and
Hispanic ethnic group members. Thus, Model 12, which contained
only the unit vector and the General composite score in the
prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of Typing
course grades obtained by freshmen during this school year.

Sophomores 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group diiferences were studied
by not including the gender variables in the equations. The
results again showed statistically significant intercep
differences between the male and female regression lines. The R
change for the Model 8 and Model 9 comparison was approximately
.056 (p<.o01), with Model 8 being the best prediction equation for
this sample's Typing grade. Thus, using this predictor
composite, sophomore females would be consistently underpredicted
in their Typing grades if the common regression line were used,
while sophomore males would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

Again, when testing for ethnic group differences, the use of
this ASVAB Corposite in the equations rsulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group members. Thus, Model 12,
which contained only the unit vector and the General composite
score in the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction
of Typing course grades obtained by sophomores during this school
yec .

Sophomores 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the v-ediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not inuluding
the gender variables in the equations. The General prediction
equations showed no statiucically significant slope or intercept
differences for the gender or ethnic group members. Again, Model
9 or 12 could be used in the prediction of Typing course grade
for these sophomores.

Juniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. As in the sophomore 1984--
85 sample, the results showed statistically significant intercep,
differences between the male and female regression lines. The R
ciange for tti- Model 8 and Model 9 comparison was apprximatcly
.092 (p<.01), with Model 8 being the best prediction equation for
this sample's Typing grade. Thus, using this predic:or
composite, junior females would be consistently underpredicted in
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their Typing grades if the common regression line were used,
while junior males would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

Again, when testing for ethnic group differences, the use of
this ASVAB composite in the equations resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
White and Black ethnic group members. Thus, Model 12, which
contained only the unit vector and the General composite score in
the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of
Typing course grades obtained by juniors during this school year.

Juniors 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. As in the
previous sample, the results showed statistically significant
intercept differences between the male and female regression
lines. The R2 change for the Model 8 and Model 9 comparison was
approximately .052 (p<.0.), with Model 8 being the best
prediction equation for this sample's Typing grade. Thus, using
this predictor composite, junior females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Typing grades if the common regression
lile we:e used, wil-Le juno: "-1 0- es 0UId o consi ,tcntly
overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Again, when testing for ethnic group differences, the use of
this ASVAB composite in the equations resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
White and Nonwhite ethnic group members. Thus, Model 12, which
contained only the unit vector and the General composite score in
the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of
Typing course grades obtained by juniors during this school year.

Seniors 1984-85. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. The General composite equations resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences between the male
and female regression lines. The R2 change for the Model 8 and
Model 9 comparison was approximately .042 (pS.01), with Model 3
being the best prediction equation for this sample's Typing
grade. Thus, using this predictor composite, senior females
would be consistently underpredicted in their Typing grades if
the common regression line were used, while !enior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Accounting and Bookkeepin_

Sophomorcs 1985-86. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. The use of the ASVAB General composite as the
predictor variable showed statistically significant intercept
differences in the prediction equations for the two sophomore
gender groups and resulted in an R2 change of .061 (p<.01) for
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the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be
the best prediction equation for this sample. Using this
composite as the predictor variable, sophomore females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Accounting grades if the
common regression line were used, while sophomore males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Juniors 1984-85. This sample also tested for gender group
diiferences. Again, using the %eneral composite prediction
equations, the results showed statistically significant intercept
differences in the predictipn equations for the two junior gender
groups and resulted in an R2 change of .121 (pK:.0l) for the Model
8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the best
prediction equation for this sample. Using this composite as the
predictor variable, junior females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Accounting grades i f the common
regression line were used, while junior males v. ould be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Juniors 1985-86. This sample tested for gender group
differences. As in the previous sample, using the General
composite prediction equations, the results showed statistically
significant intercept differences in the predictign equations tor
the two junior gender groups and resulted in an R2 change of .058

t-" I) for LA"IAt "O I V *C .. , .Idcl "o.cI
8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using
this composite as the predictor variable, junior females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Accounting grades if the
common regression line were used, while junior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Seniors 1984-85. Like the junior samples, this sample tested
only for gender group differences. Using the General composite
prediction equations, thp results showed statistically
significant intercept differences in the prediction equations for
the two gender groups and resulted in an R change of .061
(p5.01) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model
8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using
this composite as the predictor variable, senior females would be
consistently underp-edicted in their Accounting grades if the
common regression line were used. while senior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Home Economics

Freshmen 1984-85. At ii st, using this composite wit' this
sample, gender diffe-ences were investigated by noi: ir -di ng
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the nhite
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. The piediction equations
with the ASVAB General composite showed statistically significant
intercept differences in tho prediction equarons tor the two
freshmen gender groups and resulted in an R change of .047
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(p<.Ol) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model
8 would e the best prediction equation for this sample. Using
this cumposite, freshmen females would be cc¢nsistently
underpredicted in their Home Economics grades if the common
regression line were used, while freshmen males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

When the tests for ethnic group Oifferences were c-nducted
using the ASVAB General composite, the results showed
statistically significant intercept differences in the prediction
equations for the two ethnic groups. An R2 change of .061
(p5.Ol) for the Model 11 vs rdel 12 comparison was evidenced;
and Model 11 could be used in the prediction of Home Economics
course grade for these freshmen. Using this predictor composite,
freshmen Whites would be consistently underpredicted in their
Hotie Economics grades if the common regression line were used,
while freshmen Blacks would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

Freshmen 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in tne equations. Using the
General composite as a predictor variable, the results showed
statistically significant intercept differencss for these two
freshmen gender groups and resulted in an R change of .069
(p<.0l) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model
8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using
this composite as the aptitude measure, freshmen females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Home Economics grades if the
common regression line were used, while froshm.n males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

When the tests for ethnic group differences were conducted
using the ASVAB General composite, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences in the
prediction equations for the two ethnic groups. Model 12 could
be used in the prediction of Home Economics course grade for
these fieshmen.

Sophomore 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The prediction
equations with the ASVAB General composite showed statistically
significant intercept differences in the prediction equations for
the two gender groups and resulted in an R change of .070
(p<.0l) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model
8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using
this composite, sophomore females would be consistently
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underpredicted in their Home Economics grades if the common
regression line were used, while sophomore males would De
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

When the tests for ethnic group differences were conducted
using the ASVAB General composite, the results showed
statistically significant intercept differences in the prediction
equations for the two ethnic groups. An R2 change of .029
(p<.O.) for the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison was evidenced;
and Model 11 could be used in the prediction of Home Economicp
course grade for these sophomores. Using this predictor
composite, White sophomores would be consistently underpredicted
in their Home Economics grades if the common regression line were
used, while Nonwhite sophomores would be consistently
overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

S,-homores 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not in.cluding
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The use of the
General composite prediction equations resulted in statistically
significant intercepS differences for the gender group members
and resulted in an R change of .072 (p<.Ol) for the Model 8 vs
Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the best
prediction equation for this sample. Using this composite,
sophomore females would be consistently underpredicted in their
Home Economics grades if the ccmmon regression line were used,
while sophomore males would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

When the tests for ethnic group differences were conducted
using the ASVAB General composite, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences in the
prediction equations for the two ethnic groups. Model 12 could
be used in the prediction of Home Economics course grade for
these sophomores.

Juniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The use of the
General. composite prediction equations resulted in statistically
significant intercept differences for the gender group members
and resulted in an R2 change of .042 (p 01) for the Model 8 vs
Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the best
prediction equation for this sample. Using this composite,
junior females would be consistently underpredicted in their Home
Economics grades if the common regression line were used, while
junior males would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.
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When the tests for ethnic group differences were conducted
using the ASVAB General composite, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences in the
prediction equations for the two ethnic groups. Model 12 could
be used in the prediction of Home Economics course grade for
these juniors.

Juniors 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. Again, this
sample, using the General composite equations, resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences for the gender
group members. An R change of .138 (p:.01) for the Model 8 vs
Model 9 comparison was evidenced; therefore, Model 8 would be the
best prediction equation for this sample. Using this predictor
composite junior females would be consistently underpredicted in
their Home Economics grades if the common regression line were
used, while junior males would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

When the tests for ethnic group differences were conducted
using the ASVAB General composite, the results indicated no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences in the
prediction equations for the two ethnic groups. Model 12 could
be used in the prediction of Home Economics course grade for
these juniors.

Seniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gendor variables in the equations. As in the
junior 1985-86 sample, the General composite equations resulted
in statistically sigpificant intercept differences for the gender
group members. An R4 change of .059 (p<.0l) was obtained for the
Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison; therefore, Model 8 would be the
best prediction equation for this sample. Using this composite
senior females would be consistently underpredicted in their Home
Economics grades if the common regression line were used, while
senior males would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

The tests for ethnic group differences were conducted using
the ASVAB General composite, and the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences in the
pre _ction equations for the two ethnic groups. Model 12 could
be used in the prediction of Home Economics course grade for
these seniors.
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Computer Pro ramming

Sophomores 1985-86. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. Using the General composite as a predictor
variable, the results showed statistically significant intercept
differences for the gender group members. An R change of .105
(p<.fjl) was obtained for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison;
therefore, Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this
sample. Using this composite sophomore females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Computer Programming grades
if the common regression line were used, while sophomore males
would be consistently overpredicted if a common regression line
were used.

Juniors 1984-85. Like the sophomore sample, this sample
tested for gender group differences. Again, using the General
composite as a predictor variable, the results showed
statistically significant intercept differences for the gender
group members. An R2 change of .053 (p5.01) was obtained for the
Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison; therefore, Model 8 would be the
best prediction equation for this sample. Using this composite
junior females would be consistently underpredicted in their
Computer Programming grades if the common regression line were
used, while junior males would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

Juniors 1985-86. The model comparisons tested only for gender
group differences. Usin the ASVAB General predictor composite,
the results showed statistically significant intercept
differences in the prediction equations for the two junior gender
groups and resulted in an R change of .140 (p.Ol) for the Model
8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the best
prediction equation for this sample. Using this composite junior
females would be consistently underpredicted in their Computer
Programming grades if the common regression line were used, while
junior males would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

Seniors 1984-85. As in the previous Computer Programming
samples, this sample tested for gender group differences. The
General composite prediction equations resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender groups. Thus, Model 9, which contained the unit vector
and the ASVAB General composite, could be used in the prediction
of Computer Programming course grades obtained by seniors for
this year.
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Table 15. Summary of Equity Findings for Prediction of High School
Course Grades by General Composite

Course Sex Ethnicity Sex*Ethnicity

English I-IV
Fresh 84-85 S NS

Fresh 85-86 I E NS
Sop 84-85 S E NS
Soph 85-86 S I NS
Jr 84-85 S E MS

Jr 85-86 S E NS
Sr 84-85 S E NS

General Math

Fresh 84-85 1 E NS
Fresh 85-86 E E MS
Soph 84-85 E E WS
Soph 85-56 1 E wS
Jr 84-85 E E NS
Jr 85-86 1 E NS
Sr 84-85 E E NS

Al gebra
Fresh 84-85 1 E NS
Fresh 85-86 I E NS

Soph 84-85 1 E NS
SoFk 85-96 1 E I NS
Jr 84-85 1 E N MS
Jr 85-86 E E NS

Sr 84-85 1 E NS

Geometry
Fresh 85 -. I E N S
Solh 84-85 I E MS

Soph 85-86 1 S MS
Jr 84-85 1 E NS
Jr 85-86 E S MS

Sr 84-85 E E MS

Calculus
Jr 85-86 E NT NS

General Science
Fresh B4-85 NS NS I
Fresh 85-86 E E NS

Soph 84-85 1 E NS
Soph 85-86 E E NS
Jr 84-85 E I NS
Jr 85-86 1 E NS
Sr 84-85 E NI NS

Biology
Fresh &1-85 ] E NS

Fresh 85-86 1 E NS
Soph 84-85 S NS I
Soplh 85-86 S E NS
Jr 84-85 I E NS
Jr 8586 TI ' NS
Sr 84-05 I I -NS

Note. NS Not significant; I Intercept di,'erences; S Slope
ditfererices; E = Equitable test. no significant siope or intercept
difterences fourd; NT = Not tested due to smal srptle sizes.
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Table 15. (Continued)

Course Sex Ethnicity Sex*Ethnicity

Chem. Et ry
Fresh 85-86 E NT NS
Soph 84-85 1 NT WS
Soph 85-86 .NT NS
Jr 84-85 1 1 NS
Jr 85-86 I E WS
Sr 84-85 E E NS

Physics
Jr 85-86 1 NT NS
Sr 84-85 1 NT NS

Goverrent
Fresh 84-85 E NT NS
Soph 84-85 1 WT WS
Soph 85-86 S I NS
Jr 84-85 I E NS
Jr 85-86 I E NS
Sr 84-85 1 E NS

Histcry
Fresh 84-85 1 E NS
Fresh 85-86 I E NS
Soph 84-85 1 E NS
Soph 85-86 I E NS
Jr 84-85 1 I EN
Jr 85-86 S NS
Sr 84-85 I I NS

Foreign Language
Fresh 84-85 I I NS
Fresh 85-86 S I NS
Sooh 84-85 I 1 wS
Soph 85-86 1 I NS
Jr 84-85 1 1 NS

Jr 85-86 I E NS
Sr 84-85 1 WS

Secretary &Ofc
Jr 35-86 NT E NS
Sr 84-85 NT E NS

Typing
Fresh 84-85 1 E NS

Fresh 85-86 E NS
Soph 84-85 E NS
Soph 85-86 E E NS
Jr 84-85 1 E NS
Jr 65-86 1 E NS
Sr 84-85 1 NT NS

Note. NS Not significant; I Intercept differences; S SLope
differences; E = Equitabte test, no significant slope or intercept
differences fourd; IJT Not tested dup to small sanpLe sizes.
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TabLe 15. (CocLIuded)

Course Sex Ethnicity Sex*Ethnicity

Accounting
Soph 85-86 I NT WS
Jr 8485 1 NT NS
Jr 85-86 1 NT WS
Sr 84-85 1 NT NS

Home Economics
Fresh 84-85 1 I MS
Fresh 85-86 1 E WS
Soph 84-85 1 NS
Soph 85-P6 I E NS
Jr 84-85 1 E WS
Jr 85-& 1 E NS
Sr 84-85 1 E NS

Computer ProgramS 8
Soph 85-6j IN S

Jr &-85 1 NT NS
Jr 85-86 I NT S
Sr 84-85 E NT NS

Note. NS = Not signific3nt; I Intercept differences; S Stope
d'fferences; E = Equitable test, no significant sLope or intercept
differences found; NT = Not tested due to small snaple sizes.

Subtest Weighted Composite

English I - IV

Freshmen 1.984-85. Using the Subtest weighted composite with
this sample, the results showed no statistically significant
differences between the Model 2 vs Model 4 comparison. Model 4
included the unit vector, the Subtest composite score, and the
sex by ethnicity two-way interaction predictor variables, with
ethnicity membership being defined as White, Black and Hispanic.
With Model 4 as the best prediction equation for this sample's
English grade, no differential valiuity was evidenced ror the
ethnicity by Subtest score two-way interaction variables or the
sex by Subtest score two-way interaction variables.

Freshmen 1985-86. This composite showed statistically
significant intercept differences in the prediction e uations for
the two freshmen gender groups.and resulted in an R change of
.009 (p:.001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore,
Model 8 would be the best prmcaiction equation for this sample.
Using the SuLAest composite as the predictor variable freshmen
females would be consistently underpredicted in their English
grades if the common regression line were used, while freshmen
males would be consistentl overpredicted if a common regression
line were used.
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When the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences, using this ASVAB composite resulted in no
statistically significant slope differences among the White,
Black and Hispanic regression lines. Thus Model 12, which
contained the unit vectot dnd the Subtest weighted score, could
be used in the prediction of English course grades obtained by
freshmen in this school year.

Sophomores 1984--85. When the model comparisons were made for
gender group differences, using the Subtest weighted composite
resulted in statistica]ly significant slope differences between
the male and female regression lines. The R change for the
Model 7 and Model 8 comparison was approximately .005 (p .001),
with Model 7 being the best prediction equation for this groups
English grade. Thus, the change in the English grade per unit
change in the ASVAB Subtest composite was significantly different
for this year's sophomore males and females.

Using the Subtest composite score as the aptitude measure
resulted in no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences for White, Black and Hispanic sophomores which were
the ethnic groups defined in the prediction equations. Thus,
Model 12, which contained only the unit vector and the Subtest
composite score in the prediction equation, could be used in the
prediction of English course grade for these sophomores.

Sophomores 1985-86. The model comparisons for gender group
differences using the Slbtest weighted composite showed
statistically significant slope differences between the male and
female regression lines, with Model 7 as the prediction equation
to be used for this sample. The R2 change for the Model 7 and
Model 8 comparison was approximately .005 (p<.001). Thus, the
change in the English grade per unit change in the ASVAB Subtest
composite was significantly different !: r these sophomore males
and females.

Statistically significant intercept difterences resulted among
the White, Black and Hispanic ethnic subgroups. With an R
change of .010 (p<.001) for the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison,
Model 11 would be the best prediction system. Thus, if a common
regression line using the Subtest composite were used in the
prediction of English course grade, White and Hispanic sophomores
would be consistently underpredicted on the criterion while Black
sophomores would be consistently overpredicted.

Juniors 1984-85. When the model comparisons were maoe for
gender group differences, using the Subtest weighted composite
resulted in statistic'ally significant slope diIfer-n-r- be-, en
the male and female regression lines. The R change for the
Model 7 and Model 8 comparison was approximately .006 (p<.001),
with Model 7 being the best prediction equation for this group's
English grade. Thus, the change in the English grade per unit
change in the ASVAB Subtest composite was significantly different
for these junior males and temales.
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Using this ASVAB composite score as the apti-ude predictor
variable resulted in no statistically signific,-t slope or
intercept differences for White, Black and Hisr".:: juniors.
Thus, Model 12, which contained only the unit .or and the
Subtest composite score in the prediction equati cculd be used
in the prediction of English course grade for t'- individuals.

Juniors 1985-86. As in the 1984-85 school year, using the
Subtest weighted composite in the equations showed statistically
significant slope differences between the male and female
regression lines. The R2 change for the :,)del 7 and Model 8
comparison was approximately .007 (p<.001), with Model 7 being
the best prediction equation for English grade. Thus, the change
in the English grade per unit change in the ASVAB Subtest
composite was also significantly different for these junior males
and females.

Aqain, using the Subtest composite score resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
ethnic groups, with this sample including only White and Black
individuals. Thus, Model 12, which contained only the unit
vector and the Subtest composite score in the prediction
equation, could be used in the prediction of English course grade
for these juniors.

Seniors 1984-85. The ASVAB Subtest composite as the aptitude
predictor showed statistically significant intercept differences
in the prediction, equations for the two senior gender groups and
resulted in an R2 change of .007 (p:.001) for the Model 8 vs
Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the best
prediction equation for this sample. Using the Subtest composite
as the aptitude predictor variable senior females would be
consistently underpredicted in their English grades if the common
regression line were used, while senior males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Using this ASVAB composite score in the equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group members. Model 12
could be used in the prediction of English course grades obtained
by seniors during this school year.

General Math

Freshmen 1984-85. This sample, using the Subtest weighted
ASVAB composite score as the aptitude predictor variable,
resulted in no statistically siqnificant slope or intercept
differences for the gender group members or the White, Black and
Hispanic ethnic group members. Thus, Models 9 or 12, which
contain only the unit vector and the Subtest composite score in
the prediction equation, could be used in the predictioi, of
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General Math course grades obtained by freshmen during this
school year.

Freshmen 1985-86. As in the 1984-85 sample, the results
showed no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences for the gender group members or the ethnic group
members, which in this sample were White and Black. Again,
Models 9 or 12 containing only the unit vector and the Subtest
composite score in the prediction equation, could be used in the
prediction of General Math course grade for these freshmen.

Sophomores 1984-85. This sample also resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender group members or the White, Black and Hispanic ethnic
group members. Models 9 or 12, which contained only the unit
vector and the Subtest composite score in the prediction
equation, could be used in the prediction of General Math course
grades obtained during this year by sophomores.

Sophomores 1985-86. This sample, using the Subtest composite
in the equations, showed no statistically significant slope or
intercept differences between the gender or White and Black
ethnic group members regression lines. Thus, Model 9 or 12 could
be used in predicting General Math course grade for these
individuals.

Juniors 1984-85. In this 1984--85 sample, using the Subtest
weighted ASVAB composite score as the aptitude predictor
variable, the results showed no statistical)y significant slope
or intercept differences for the gender group members or the
White and Black ethnic group members. Thus, Models 9 or 12.
which contained only the unit vector and the Subtest composite
score in the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction
of General Math course grades obtained in 1984-85 by juniors.

Juniors 1935-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. Using the Subtest
composite as the aptitude predictor variable resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender group or ethnic group members. Again, Model 9 or 12
containing the unit vector and the Subtest composite score could
be used in the prediction of General Math course grade for these
juniors.

Seniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differpncps were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. As in the junior samples,
the results showed no statistically significant slope or
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intercept differences for the gender group or ethnic group
members. Again, Model 9 or 12 could be used in the prediction of
General Math course grades obtained in 1984-85 by seniors.

Algebra

Freshmen 1984-85. Using the ASVAB Subtest composite as the
predictor variable, the results showed no statistically
significant slope or intercept differences in the prediction
equations for the two gender groups or white and Nonwhite ethnic
groups. Thus, Model 9 or 12, which contained only the unit
vector and the Subtest composite score 4n the prediction
equation, could be used in the prediction of Algebra course grade
for freshmen during this school year.

Freshmen 1985-86. With the Subtest composite as the aptitude
measure the results showed no statistically significant intercept
differences in the prediction equations for the two gender groups
and the White and Nonwhite ethnic groups. Again, Model 9 or 12
could be used in the prediction of Algebra course grades obtained
by freshmen during the 1985-86 school year.

Sophomores 1984-85. In this 1984-85 sample, using the Subtest
weighted ASVAB composite score as the aptitude predictor
variable, the results showed no statistically significant slope
or intercept differences for the gender group members or the
White and Nonwhite ethnic group members. Models 9 or 12, which
contained only the unit vector and the Subtest composite score in
the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of
Algebra course grades obtained in 1984-85 by sophomores.

Sophomores 1985-86. Using the ASVAB Subtest composite as the
predictor variable, the results showed no statistically
significant slope or intercept differences in the prediction
equations for the two gender groups or White and Nonwhite ethnic
groups. Thus, Model 9 or 12, which contained only the unit
vector and the Subtest composite score in the prediction
equation, could be used in the prediction of Algebra course grade
for sophomores during this school year.

Juniors 1984-85. 1n this 1984-85 sample, using the Subtest
weighted ASVAB composite score as the aptitude predictor
variable, the results showed no statistically significant slope
or intercept differences for the gender group members or the
ethnic group members, which in this sample were White and Black.
Again, Models 9 or 12 could be used in the prediction of Algebra
course grades obtained in 1984-85 by juniors.

Juniors 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investiqated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. Using the

368



Subtest composite as the aptitude predictor resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender group or ethnic group members. Again, Model 9 or 12 could
be used in the prediction of Algebra course grade for these
juniors.

Seniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, qender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences w3re studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. As in the
previous samples, using the Subtest composite in the equations
rezulted in no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences for the gender group or ethnic group members. Thus,
Model 9 or 12 could be used in the prediction of Algebra course
grades obtained by seniors in the 1984-85 school year.

Geometry

Freshmen 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the gender variables in the equations. Again,
using the Subtest composite in the prediction equations resulted
in no statistically significant slope or intercept differences
for the gender group or ethnic group members. Thus, Model 9 or
12 could be used in the prediction of Geometry course grades
obtained by freshmen in the 1985-86 school year.

Sophomores 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the gender variables in the equations. As in
the Freshmen sample, using the Subtest composite resulted in no
statistically significant slope of intercept differences for the
gender group or ethnic group members. Model 9 or 12 could be
used in the prediction of Geometry course grade for these
sophomores.

Sophomores 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black eih>. group ditterences were studied by not including
the gender -ariables in the equations. As in the previous
samples, with the Subtest composite a,; vhe aptitude measure, the
results showed stati:Lically siqnif.cw;;it intercept differences in
the prediction equations for the twr, cjender groups and resulted
in an R change of .012 (p<.0].) for the Model 8 vs Model 9
comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the best prediction
equation for this sample. Using the Subtest composite as the
aptitude pvedict,r variable sophomore females would be
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consistently underpredicted in their Geometry grades if the
common regression line were used, while sophomore males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

When the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences, using the Subtest weighted composite within the
equations, showed statistically significant slope differences
between the White and Black regression lines. The R2 change for
the Model 10 and Model 11 comparison was approximately .022
(p<.01), with Model 10 being the best prediction equation for
this sample's English grade. Thus, the change in the Geometry
grade per unit change in the ASVAB Subtest composite was
significantly different for these White and Black sophomores.

Juniors 1984-85. At first, using this compcsite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The ASVAB
Subtest composite as the aptitude predictor showed statistically
significant intercept differences in the predic~ion equations for
the two gender groups and resulted in an R chanae of .021
(p<.Ol) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model
8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using
the SiIbtcst composite as the aptitude predictor variable junior
females would be consistently underpredicted in their Geometry
grades if the common regression line were used, while junior
males would be consistently overpredicted if a common regression
line were used.

Using the Subtest composite resulted in no statistically
significant slope or intercept differences for the ethnic group
members. Again, Model 12 could be used in the prediction of
Geometry course grade for these juniors.

Juniors 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. As in some of
the other Geometry samples, using the Subtest composite in the
prediction equations resulted in no statistically significant
slope or intercept differences for the gender group members.
Model 9 could be used in the prediction of Geometry course grade
for these juniors.

When the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences, using the Subtest weighted composite showed
statistically significant slope differences between the White and
Nonwhite regression lines. The R' change for the Model 10 and
Model 11 comparison was approximately .038 (pc.01), with Model 10
being the best prediction equation for this sample's Geometry
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grade. Thus, the change in the Geometry grade per unit change in
the ASVAB Math composite was significantly different for these
White and Nonwhite juniors.

Seniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equdtions. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the eguations. In this sample,
the Math composite equations also resulted in no statistically
significant slope or intercept differences for the gender group
or ethnic group members. Again, Model 9 or 12 could be used in
the prediction of Geometry course grade for these seniors.

Calculus

Juniors 1985-86. This was the only Calculus sample which
possessed more than 50 cases, and only gender group differences
were tested. The Subtest composite, as the predictor variable,
resulted in no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences for the gender group members. Model 9 could be used
in the prediction of Calculus course grade for these individuals.

General Science

Freshmen 1984-85. Using the Subtest weighted composite with
this sample, the results showed no statistically significant
differences between the Model 2 vs Model 4 comparison. Model 4
included the unit vector, the Subtest composite score, and the
sex by ethnicity two-way interaction predictor variables, with
ethnicity membership being defined a.- White, Black and Hispanic.
With Model 4 as the best prediction equation for this sample's
General Science grade, no differential validity was evidenced for
the ethnicity by Subtest score two-way interaction vaiiables or
the sex by Subtest score two-way interaction variables.

Freshmen 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences we:. investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. Using the Subtest
composite as the aptitude predictor variable resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender group or ethnic group members. Model 9 or 12, which
contained the unit vector and the Subtest composite score, could
be used in the prediction of General Science course grades
obtained by treshmen in 1985-86.

Sophomores 1984-85. In this 1984-85 sample, using the Subtest
composite score as the aptitude predictor variable, the results
also showed no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences for the gender group members or the ethnic group



members, which in this sample were White and Nonwhite. Again,
Models 9 or 12 could be used in the prediction of General Science
course grades obtained by sophomores.

Sophomores 19R5-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. Again, using the Subtest
composite as the aptitude aptitude measure, resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender group or ethnic group members. Model 9 or 12 could be
used in the prediction of General Science course grade for these
sophomores.

Juniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. Using the Subtest
composite within the prediction equation resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender group members. Again, Model 9 could be used in the
prediction of General Science course grade for these juniors.

The ASVAB Subtest composite as the aptitude predictor showed
statistically significant intercept differences in che prydiction
equations for the two ethnic groups and resulted in an R change
of .074 (p .Ol) for the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison.
Therefore, Model 11 would be the best prediction equation for
this sample. Using the Subtest composite as the aptitude
predictor variable White juniors would be consistentiy
underpredicted in their General Science grades if the common
regression line were used, while Black juniors would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Juniors 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. This Subtest
composite prediction equation also resulted in no statistically
significant slope or interceb differences for the gender group
or ethni; group members. As in the previous sample, Model 9 or
12 could be used in the prediction of Genural Science course
grades obtained by juniors in 1985-86.

Seniors 1984-85. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. Using the Subtest composite equation resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender groups. Thus, Model 9, which contained the unit vector
and the ASVAB Subtest composite, could be used in the prediction
of General Science course grade for these seniors.
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Biologv I - II

Freshmen 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. This Subtest
composite equation also resulted in no statistically significant
slope or intercept differences for the gender group or ethnic
group members. Again, Model 9 or 12 could be used in the
prediction of Biology course grades obtained by freshmen in 1985-
86.

Freshmen 1985-86. The use of this ASVAB composite score
resulted in no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences for the gender groups or the White and Black ethnic
group members. Thus, Model 9 or Model 12, which contained only
the unit vector and the Subtest composite score in the prediction
equation, could be used in the prediction of Biology course
grades obtained by freshmen during this school year.

Sophomores 1984-85. Using the Subtest weighted composite with
this sample, the results showed no statistically significant
differences between the Model 2 vs Model 4 comparison. Model 4
included the unit vector, the Subtest composite score, and the
sex by ethnicity two-way interaction predictor variables, with
ethnicity membership being defined as White, Black and Hispanic.
With Model 4 as the best prediction equation for this sample's
Biology grade, no differential validity was evidenced for the
ethnicity by Subtest score two-way interaction variables or the
sex by Subtest score two-way interaction variables.

Sophomores 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black ard Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the gender variables in the equations. Using
the Subtest composite as the predictor variable resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender group or ethnic group members. Again, Model 9 or 12 could
be useo in the prediction of Biology course grade for these
sophomores.

Juniors 1984-85. The use of this ASVAB composite score
resulted in no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences for the gender groups or the White, Black and
Hispanic ethnic group members. Thus, Model 9 or Model 12, which
contained only the unit vector and the Subtest composite score in
the prediction equation, could be used in the prediction of
Biology course grades obtained by juniors during this school
year.
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Juniors 1985-86. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. Using the Subtest composite as the predictor
variable resulted in no statistically significant slope or
intercept differences for the gender groups. Thus, Model 9,
which contained the unit vector and the ASVAB Subtest composite,
could be used in the prediction of Biology course grade for these
juniors.

Seniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. The use of this Subtest
composite in the equations resulted in no statistically
significant slope or intercept differences for the gender group
members. Model 9 could be used in the prediction of Biology
course grade for these seniors.

Statistically significant intercept differences resulted
between the White and Black ethnic subgroups. With an R change
of .045 (p<.0J.) for the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison, Model 11
would be the best prediction system. Thus, if a common
regression line using the Subtest composite as the aptitude
measure were used in the prediction of Biology course grade,
White seniors would be consistently underpredicted on this
criterion while Black seniors would be consistently
overpredicted.

Chemistry I - II

Freshmen 1985-86. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. Using the Subtest composite in the equations, the
results showed no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences for the gender groups. Thus, Model 9, which
contained the unit vector and the ASVAB Subtest composite, could
be used in the prediction of Chemistry course grades obtained by
freshmen in this year.

Sophomores 1984-85. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. Again, with the Subtest composite in the equations,
the results showed i.o statistically significant slope or
intercept differences for the gender groups. Model 9 could be
used in the prediction of Chemistry course grades obtained by
these sophomores.

Sophomores 1985-86. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. Using the Subtest composite as the predictor
variable, the results indicated no statistically significant
slope or intercept ditferences for the gender groups. Again,
Model 9 could be used in the prediction of Chemistry course grade
for these sophomores.
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Juniors 1984-85. Using this ASVAB composite score as the
aptitude predictor variable resulted in no statistically
significant slope or intercept differences for the gender groups
members. Thus, Model 9, which contained only the unit vector and
the Subtest composite score in the prediction equation, could be
used in the prediction of Chemistry course grades obtained by
juniors during this school year.

When ethnic group differences were tested using this
composite, the results showed statistically significant slope
differences. With an R2 change of .015 (p .01) for the Model 10
vs Model 11 comparison, Model 10 would be the best prediction
equation for this group's Chemistry grade. Thus, the change in
Chemistry grade per unit change in the Subtest composite score is
significantly different for the White and Nonwhite juniors.

Juniors 1985-86. The use of the Subtest composite score
resulted in no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences for the gender groups or the White and Nonwhite
ethnic group members. Again, Model 9 or Model 12 could be used
in the prediction of Chemistry course grades obtained by juniors
during this school year.

Seniors 1984-85. As in the previous samples using the Subtest
compozite, the results showed no statistically significant slope
or intercept differences for the gender groups or the White and
Nonwhite ethnic group members. Model 9 or Model 12 could be used
in the prediction of Chemistry course grades obtained by seniors
during this school year.

Physics I - II

Juniors 1985-86. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. Using the Subtest composite in the equations
resulted in no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences for the gender groups. Thus, Model 9, which
contained the unit vector and the ASVAB Subtest composite, could
be used in the prediction of Physics course grades obtained
during this year by juniors.

Seniors 1984-85. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. The Subtest composite equations resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender groups. Model 9 could be used in the prediction of
Physics course grade for these seniors.

Government and Civics

Freshmen 1984-85. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. The Subtest composite prediction equations resulted
in no statistically significant slope or intercept differences
for the gender groups. This, Model 9, which contained the unit
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vector and the ASVAB Subtest composite, could be used in the
prediction of Government course grades obtained by freshmen for
this year.

Sophomore 1984-85. This sample tested for gender group
differences. Again, using the Subtest composite as the predictor
variable, the results showed no statistically significant slope
or intercept differences for the gender groups. Model 9 could be
used in the prediction of Government course grade for these
sophomores.

Sophomores 1985-86. The use of this ASVAB composite score as
the aptitude measure resulted in no statistically significant
slope or intercept differences for the gender group members.
Thus, Model 9, which contained only the unit vector and the
Subtest composite score in the prediction equation, could be used
in the prediction of Government course grades obtained by
sophomores during this school year.

Statistically significant intercept differences resulted
between the White and Hispanic ethnic subgroups. With an R
change of .018 (p<.Ol) for the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison,
Model 11 would be the best prediction system. Thus, if a common
regression line using the Subtest composite as the aptitude
measure were used in the prediction of Government course grade,
White sophomores would be consistently underpredicted on this
criterion while Hispanic sophomores would be consistently
overpredicted.

Juniors 1984-85. As in the previous sophomore sample, the use
of the Subtest composite score in the prediction equations
resulted in no statistically significant slope or intercept

differences for the gender groups or the White and Nonwhite

ethnic group members. Model 9 or Model 12, which contained only
the unit vector and the Subtest composite score in the prediction

equation, could be used in the prediction of Government course
grades obtained by juniors during this school year.

Juniors 1985-86. This sample, using the Subtest weighted
ASVAB composite score as the aptitude predictor variable,

resulted in no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences for the gender group members or the White and Black

ethnic group members. Thus, Models 9 or 12 could be used in the

prediction of Government course grade for these juniors.

Seniors 1984-85. Similar to the previous samples, this
sample, using the Subtest weighted ASVAB composite score as the
aptitude predictor variable, resulted in no statistically
significanL slope or intercept differences for the gender group
members or the White and Black ethnic group members. Again,
Models 9 or 12, which contained only the unit vector ,. the
Subtest composite score in the prediction equation, could 2 ised
in the prediction of Government course grades for these seniors.

376



Histoiy

Freshmen 1.984-85. The use of the ASVAB Subtest composite as
the aptitude predictor variable showed statistically significant
intercept differences in the prediction ecruations for the two
freshmen gender groups and resulted in an R change of .012
(p<.001) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model
8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using
this composite as the predictor variable, freshmen females would
be consistently und-rpredicted in their History grades if the
common regression .ne were used, while freshmen males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

The use of this ASVAB composite in the equations resulted in
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group members. Thus, Model
12, which -ontained only the unit vector and the Subtest
composite score in the prediction equation, could be used in the
prediction of History course grades obtained by freshmen during
this school year.

Freshmen 1985-86. This sample, using the Subtest weighted
ASVAB composite score as the aptitude predictor variable,
resulted in no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences for the gender group members or the White and Black
ethnic group members. Thus, Models 9 or 12, which contained only
the unit vector and the Subtest composite score in the prediction
equation, could be used in the prediction of History course grade
for these fret hmen.

Sophomores 1984-85. In this 1984-85 sample, using the Subtest
composite score as the aptitude predictor variable, the results
also showed no statistic lly significant slope or intercept
differences for the gender group members or the ethnic group
members, which in this sample were White and Black. Again,
Models 9 or 12 could be used in the prediction of History course
grades obtained by sophomores.

Sophomores 1985-86. Using the Subtest weighted composite with
this sample, the results showed no statistically significant
differences between the Model 2 vs Model 4 comparison. Model 4
included the unit vector, the Subtest composite score, and the
;ex by ethnicity two-way interaction predictor variables, with
ethnicity membership being defined as White, Black and Hispanic.
With Model 4 az the best prediction equatior. for this sample's
History grade, no differential validity was evidenced for the
ethnicity by Subtes:- score two-way interaction variables or the
sex by Subtest score two-way interaction variables.

Juniors 1984-85. Like the 1985-86 freshmen sample, this
sample, using Lhe SuLtest weighted ASVAB composite score as the
aptitude predictor variable, also resulted in no statistically
significant slope or intercept differences for the gender group
members or the White and Black ethnic group members. Thus,
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Models 9 or 12, which contained only the unit vector and the
Subtest composite score in the prediction equation, could be used
in the prediction of History course grade for these juniors.

Juniors 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group Jifferences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. Using the Subtest
composite score as the aptitude predictor variable, the results
showed statistically significant slope differences in the
prediction cquations for the two junior gender groups and
resulted in an R change of .016 (p.0l) for the Model 7 vs Model
8 comparison. Therefore, Model 7 would be the best prediction
equation for this sample. Thus, the change in the History grade
per unit change in the Subtest composite was significantly
different for junior males and females.

Using the Subtest composite predictor variable resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
ethnic group members. Again, Model 12 could be used in the
prediction of History course grade for these juniors.

Seniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. Again, the use of the
Subtest composite in the prediction equations resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender group members. Model 9 could be used in the prediction of
History course grade for these seniors.

Statistically significant intercept differences resulted
between the White and Black ethnic subgroups. With an R2 change
of .028 (p<.Ol) for the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison, Model 11
would be the best prediction system. Thus, if a common
regression line using the Subtest composite 2 the aptitude
measure were used in the prediction of History ,i,,urs6 grade,
White seniors would be consistently underprediA.. e -i this
criterion while Black seniors would be cersistently
overpredicted.

Foreign Language

Freshmen 1934-85. The use of the ASVAB Subtest composite as
the aptitude predictor variable showed statistically significant
intercept differences in the prediction equations for the two
freshmen gender groups and resulted in an R2 change of .009
(p<.0l) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model
8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using
this composite as the aptitude predictor variable, freshmen
females would be consistently underpredicted in their Foreign
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Language grades it the common regression line were used, while
freshmen males would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

The use of this ASVAB composite score in the equations
resulted in statistically significant slope differences for th
White, Black dnd Hispanic ethnic group members. With the R
change for the Model 10 and Model 11 comparison approximating
.008 (p<.01), Model t0 would be the best prediction system for
this sample. Thus, th change in the Foreign Language grade per
unit change in the Subtest composite was significantly different
for White, Black ario Iiispanic freshmen.

Freshmen 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the gender variables in the equations. Using
the Subtest composite in the prediction equations resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender group or ethnic group members. Again, Model 9 or 12 could
be used in the prediction of Foreign Language course grade for
these freshmen.

$ohornres 19P4-85. At fi . ,ising this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the gender variables in the equations. The
Subtest weighted composite predictor equations showed
statistically significant intercept differences between the male
and female regression lines. The R2 change for the Model 8 and
Model 9 comparison was approximately .014 (p!.01), with Model 8
being the best prediction equation for this sample's Foreign
Language grade. Thus, using this composite as the aptitude
measure, sophomore females would be consistently underpredicted
in their Foreigna. a gradz if the common regression line
were used, while sophomore males would be consistently
overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

When the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences, the use of this Subtest composite in the prediction
equations resulted in no statistically significant slope or
intercept differences for the ethnic group members. Therefore,
Model 12, which contained the unit vector and the Subtest
composite, could be used in the prediction of these sophomores'
Foreil.n Language course grade.

Sophomores 1985-86. Using the ASVAB Subtest composite as the
aptitude predictor in the equations showed statistically
.onificant intercept diffcrences in the prediction eqCuations for

the two sophomore gender groups and resulted in an R change of
.016 (p<.03) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore,
Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample.
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Using this composite sophomore females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Foreign Language grades if the common
regression line were used, while sophomore males wnuld be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were- used.

The use of this ASVAB composite score in the prediction
equations resulted in no statistically significant slope or
intercept differences for the White and Nonwhite ethnic group
members. Again, Model 12 could be used in the prediction of
Foreign Language course grades obtained by sophomores during this
school year.

Juniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the gender variables in the equations. The use
of the Subtest weighted composite as a predictor measure showed
statistically significant intercept differences between the male
and female regression lines. The R2 change for the Model 8 and
Model 9 comparison was approximately .026 (p:.Ol), with Model 8
being the best prediction equation for this saiple's Foreign
Language grade. Thus, using this predictor composite, junior
females would be consistently underpredicted in their Foreign
Language grades if the common regression ]ine were used, while
junior males would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

When the model comparisons were made for ethnic group
differences, using the Subtest composite within the equations,
the results also showed statistically significant slope
differences b~tween the White, Black and Hispanic regression
lines. The R change for the Model 10 and Model 11 comparison
was approximately .017 (p<.01), with Model 10 being the best
prediction equation for this sample's Foreign Language grade.
Thus, the change in the Foreign Language grade per unit change in
the ASVAB Subtest composite was significantly different for these
White, Black and Hispanic juniors.

Juniors 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The use of the
Subtest weighted composite as a predictor measure showed
statistically significant intercept differences between the male
and female regression lines. The R2 change for the Model 8 and
Model 9 comparison was approximately .024 (p<.01), with Model 8
being the best prediction equation for this sample's Foreign
Language grade. Thus, using this predictor composite, junior
females would be consistently underpredicted in their Foreign
Language grades it the common regression line were used, while
junior males would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.
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The Subtest predictor equations resulted in no statistically
significant slope or intercept differences for the ethnic group
members. Again, Model 12 could be used in the prediction of
Foreign Language course grade for these juniors.

Seniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The Subtest
composite prediction equations resulted in no statistically
significant slope or intercept differences for the gender group
or ethnic group members. Again, Model 9 or 12 could be used in
the prediction of Foreign Language course grade for these
individuals.

Secretary and Office Education

Juniors 1985-86. This sample tested only for White and
Nonwhite ethnic group differences. Using the Subtest composite
as the aptitude predictor variable, the result- showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
ethnic groups. Thus, Model 12, which contained the unit vector
and the ASVAB Subtest composite, could be used in the prediction
of this course grade for these juniors.

Seniors 1984-85. This sample tested only for White and
Nonwhite group differences. Again, using the Subtest composite
prediction equations the results showed no statistically
significant slope or intercept differences for the gender groups.
Thus, Model 12, which contained the unit vector and ti.s ASVAB
Subtest compusite, could be used in the prediction of Secretary
and Office course grades obtained by these seniors.

Tvyj-nq and Word Processing

Freshmen 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the qender variables in the equations. The
Subtest composite prediction equations resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender group or ethnic group members. Model 9 or 12 could be
used in the prediction of Typi ,g course grade for these freshmen.

Freshmen 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Hispanic ethnic group differences w r- studied by not
including the gender variables in. the equations. Like the
previous sample, the Subtest composite predict'ion equations
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resulted in no statistically significant slope or intercept
differences for the gender group or ethnic group members. Again,
Model 9 or 12 could be used in the pradiction of Typing course
grades obtained by freshmen for this school year.

Sophomores 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the
White, Black and Hispanic ethnic group differences were studied
by not including the gender variables in the equations. The
results again showed no statistically significant slope or
intercept differences for the gender group or ethnic group
members. Model 9 or 12 could be used in the prediction of Typing
course grade for these sophomores.

Sophomores 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. Using the Subtest
composite as the aptitude predictor variable, the results showed
no statistically significant slope or intercept differences for
the gender group or ethnic group members. Again, Model 9 or 12
could be used in the prediction of Typing course grade for these
sophomores.

Juniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. The Subtest composite
prediction equations resulted in no statistically significant
slope or intercept differences for the gender group or ethnic
group members. Again, Model 9 or 12 could be used in the
prediction of Typing course grade for these juniors.

Juniors 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The use of the
Subtest composite in the equations resulted in no statistically
significant slope or intercept differences for the gender group
or ethnic group members. Again, Model 9 or 12 could be used in
the prediction of Typing course grade for these juniors.

Seniors 1984-85. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. The Subtest composite equations resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender groups. Thus, Model 9, which contained the unit vector
and the ASVAB Subtest composite, could be used in the prediction
of Typing course grades obtained by seniors for this year.
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Accounting and Bookkeeping

Sophomores 1985-86. This sampie tested only for gender group
differences. The use of the ASVAB Subtest composite as the
predictor variable showed statistically significant intercept
differences in the prediction equitions for the two freshmen
gender groups and resulted in an R change of .018 (p..01) for
the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be
the best prediction equation for this sample. Using this
composite as the predictor variable, sophomore females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Accounting grades if the
common regression line were used, while sophomore males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Juniors 1984-85. This sample also tested for gender group
differences. Using the Subtest composite prediction equations,
the results showed no statistically significant slope or
intercept differences for the gender groups. Thus, Model 9,
which contained the unit vector and the ASVAB Subtest composite,
could be used in the prediction of Accounting course grades
obtained by juniors for this year.

Juniors 1985-86. This sample tested for gender group
differences. Again, using the Subtest composite in the
prediction equations resulted in no statistically significant
slope or intercept differences for the gender groups. Model 9
could be used in the prediction of Accounting course grade for
these juniors.

Seniors 1984-85. Like the junior samples, this sample tested
for gender group differences. The use of the Subtest composite
as a predictor variable resulted in no statistically significant
slope or intercept differences for the gender groups. Again,
Model 9 could be used in the prediction of Accounting course
grade for these individuals.

Home Economics

Freshmen 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Black ethnic group differences were studied by not including
the gender variables in the equations. The prediction equations
with the ASVAB Subtest composite showed statistically significant
intercept differences in the prediction equations for the two
freshmen gender groups and resulted in an R change of .021
(p<.0l) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model
8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using
this composite, freshmen females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Home Economics grades if the common
regression line were used, while freshmen males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.
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When the tests for ethnic group differences were conducted
using the ASVAB Subtest composite, the results showed
statistically significant intercept differences in the prediction
equations for the two ethnic groups. An R2 change of .061
(p..O) for the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison was evidenced;
and Model 11 could be used in the prediction of Home Economics
course grade for these freshmen. Using this predictor composite,
freshmen Whites would be consistently underpredicted in their
Home Economics grades if the common regression line were used,
while freshmen Blacks would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

Freshmen 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. Using the
Subtest composite as a predictor variable, the results showed
statistically significant intercept differenc s for these two
freshmen gender groups and resulted in an R' change of .042
(pS.0l) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore, Model
8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample. Using
this composite as the aptitude measure, freshmen females would be
consistently underpredicted in their Home Economics grades if the
common regression line were used, while freshmen males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

When the tests for ethnic group differences were conducted
using the ASVAB Subtest composite, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences in the
prediction equations for the two ethnic groups. Model 12 could
be used in the prediction of Home Economics course grade for
these freshmen.

Sophomores 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The prediction
equations with the ASVAs Subtest composite showed statistically
significant intercept differences in the prediction e Yations for
the two freshmen gender groups and resulted in an R change of
.019 (p<.01) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore,
Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample.
Using this composite, sophomore females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Home Economics grades if the common
regression line were used, while sophomore males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

When the tests for ethnic group differences were ccnducted
using the ASVAB Subtest composite, the results showed
statistically significant intercept differences in the prediction
equations for the two ethnic gioups. An R2 change of .038
(p .0l) for the Model 11 vs Model 12 comparison was evidenced;
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and Model 11 could be used in the prediction of Home Economics
course grade for these sophomores. Using this predictor
composite, sophomore Whites would be consistently underpredicted
in their Home Economics grades if the common regression line were
used, while sophomore Nonwhites would be consistently
overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

Sophomores 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. The use of the
Subtest composite prediction equations resulted in stktistically
significant intercept differences for the gender group and ethnic
group members. The ASVAB Subtest composite showed statistically
significant intercept differences in the prediction e(,uations for
the two sophomore gender groups and resulted in an R change of
.019 (p'.Ol) for the Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison. Therefore,
Model 8 would be the best prediction equation for this sample.
Using this composite, sophomore females would be consistently
underpredicted in their Home Economics grades if the common
regression line were used, while sophomore males would be
consistently overpredicted if a common regression line were used.

When the tests for ethnic group differences were conducted
using the ASVAB Subtest composite, the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences in the
prediction equations for the two ethnic groups. Thus, Model 12,
which contained the unit vector and the Subtest composite score,
could be used in the prediction of Home Economics course grades
obtained during this school year by sophomores.

Juniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. Using the
Subtest composite equations, the results showed no statistically
significant slope or intercept differences for the gender group
or ethnic group members. Again, Model 9 or 12 could be used in
the prediction of Home Economics course grade for these juniors.

Juniors 1985-86. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. However, this
sample, using the Subtest composite equations, resulted in
statistically significant intercept differences for the gender
group members. An R2 change of .021 (p<.01) for the Model 8 vs
Model 9 comparison was evidence; therefore, Model 8 would be the
best prediction equation for this sample. Using this predictor
composite junior females would be consistently underpredicted in
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their Home Economics grades if the common regression line were
used, while junior males would be consistently overpredicted if a
common regression line were used.

When the tests for ethnic group differences were conducted
using the ASVAB Subtest composite, the results indicated no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences in the
prediction equations for the two ethnic groups. Model 12 could
be used in the prediction of Home Economics course grade for
these juniors.

Seniors 1984-85. At first, using this composite with this
sample, gender differences were investigated by not including
ethnicity variables in the prediction equations. Then, the White
and Nonwhite ethnic group differences were studied by not
including the gender variables in the equations. As in the
junior 1985-86 sample, the Subtest composite equations resulted
in statistically siggificant intercept differences for the gender
group members. An R change of .020 (p:.01) was obtained for the
Model 8 vs Model 9 comparison; therefore, Model 8 would be the
best prediction equation for this sample. Using this composite
senior females would be consistently underpredicted in their Home
Economic-, grades if the common regression line were used, while
senior males would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

The tests for ethnic group differences were conducted using
the ASVAB Subtest composite, and the results showed no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences in the
prediction equations for the two ethnic groups. Model 12 could
be used in the prediction of Home Economics course grade for
these seniors.

Computer Programming

Sophomores 1985-86. This sample tested only for gender group
differences. Using the Subtest composite as a predictor
variable, the results showed no statistically significant slope
or intercept differences for the gender groups. Thus, Model 9,
which contained the unit vector and the ASVAB Subtest composite,
could be used in the prediction of Computer Programming course
grades obtained by sophomores for this year.

JUiQrs ]984-85. Like the sophomore sample, this sample
tested for gender group differences. Again, the Subtest
composite equations resulted in no statistically significant
slope or intercept differences for the gender groups. Model 9
could be used in the prediction of Computer Programming course
grade for these juniors.

Juniors !985.-86. This model tested only for gender group
differences. Using the ASVA13 Subtest predictor composite, the
resul.Ls showed statistically significant intercept differences in
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the prediction equations for thi two junior gender groups and
resulted in an R2 change of .031 (p<.01) for the Model 8 vs Model
9 comparison. Therefore, Model 8 would be the best prediction
equation for this sample. Using this composite junior females
would be consistently underpredicted ill their Computer
Programming grades if the common regression line were used, while
junior males would be consistently overpredicted if a common
regression line were used.

Seniors 1984,-85. As in the previous Computer Programming
samples, this sample tested for gender group differences. The
Subtest composite prediction equations resulted in no
statistically significant slope or intercept differences for the
gender groups. Thus, Model 9, which contained the unit vector
and the ASVAB Subtest composite, could be used in the prediction
of Computer Pzogramming course grades obtained by seniors for
this year.

Table 16. Summary of Equity Findings for PreJiction of High School
Course Grades by Subtest Weighted Composite

Course Sex Ethnicity Sex'Ethn city

English I-'V
Fresh 84-85 NS NS i

Fresh 85 86 ' E
Soph 84-85 S E NS
Soph 85-86 S I NS
,Jr 84-85 S E NS

Jr 85-86 S E NS

Sr 84-85 I E NS

General Math I S
fresh 84-85 E
Fresh 85-86 E E NS

Soph 84-85 E E MS
Soph 85-86 E E MS
Jr 84-85 E E NS

Jr 85-86 E E 1S
Sr 84-85 F E N3

Algebra

Fresh -' -85 E E WS
Fresh a,-86 E E NS

Soph 84-85 E E NS
Soph 85-86 E F NS
Jr 84-85 E E NS
Jr 85-86 E E S

Sr 84-85 E E NS

Geomet ry
Fresh 85-86 E E NS

Soph 84 85 E E. MS
Soph 85-86 I S MS
Jr 84-85 1 F NS
Jr 85-86 E S NS

Sr 34-85 E E NS

Mote. NS = Not significant; I Intercept differences; S Slope

differences; E = Equitable test, no significant slope or intercept

differences found; NT = Not tested due to snva3L sanpe sizes.

387



Table 16. (Continued)

Course Sex Ethnicity Sex*Ethnicity

Calculus
Jr 85-86 E NT NS

General Science
Fresh 84-85 MS NS I
Fresh 85-86 E E NS
Soph 84-85 E E NS
Soph 85-86 E E NS
Jr 84-85 E I NS
Jr 85-86 E F NS
Sr 84-85 E NT MS

BioLogy
Fresh 84-85 E E NS
Fresh 85-86 E E NS

Soph 84-85 MS NS I
Soph 85-86 E E NS
Jr "4-85 E E NS
Jr 85-86 E NT NS
Sr 84-85 E I MS

Cherni stry
Fresh 85-86 E NT NS
Soph 84-85 E NT NS

Soph 85-86 E NT MS
Jr 84-85 E S NS
jr 85-86 E E NS
Sr 84-85 E E NS

Physics
Jr 85-86 C NT NS
Sr 84-85 E NT NS

Government
Fres'

-  
84-85 E NT NS

Soph 84-85 E NT NS
Soph 85-86 E I NS
Jr 84-85 E E MS
Jr 85-86 E E KS
Sr 84-85 E NS

History
Fresh 8-4-85 I E WS
Freh 85-86 E E NS
Soph 84-85 E E NS
Soph 85-86 NS NS I
Jr 84-85 E E MS
Jr 85-86 S F MS
Sr 84-85 E I NS

Foreign Language
Fresh 84-85 I S WS
Fresh 85-a6 E £ NS
Soph 84-85 1 E NS
Soph 85-86 1 E NS
Jr 84-85 I S MS
Jr 85-85 I E MS

Sr 84-85 E E NS

Secretary & Ofc
Jr 85-86 NT ENS

Sr 84-85 NT NS

Note. NS = Not significant; I Intercept differences; S Slope
differences; CE = Equitable test, no s.ignificent slope or intercept
differences found; NT = Not tested due to smatL sample sizes.
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Table 16. (Concluded)

Course Sex Ethnicity Sex*Ethnicity

Typing
Fresh 84-85 E E NS
Fresh 85-86 E E NS
Soph 84-85 E E NS
Soph 85-86 E E NS
Jr 84-85 E E NS
Jr 85-86 E E Nl
Sr 84-85 E NT NS

Accounting
Soph 85-86 I Nt NS
Jr 84-85 E NT NS
Jr 85-86 E MT NS
Sr 84-85 E MT NS

Home Eco omniics
Fresh 84-85 I I NS
Fresh 85-86 1 E NS
Soph 84-85 1 1 NS
Soph 85-86 1 E NS
Jr 84-85 E E NS
Jr 85-86 I E NS
Sr 84-85 1 E NS

Cornqter Program
Soph 85-86 E NT MS
Jr 84-85 E NT MS
Jr as-86 1 NT MS
Sr 8-85 E NT NS

Note. NS x Not significant; Intercept differences; S Slope
differences; E = Equitable test, no significant slope or intercept
differences found; NT = Not tested due to small sample sizes.

IV. DISCUSSION

Sample Characteristics

In comparing the average aptitude composite scores of the
gender and ethnic subgroups, the analysis resulted in outcomes
which were expected. That is, Whites, on the average, obtained
higher scores on composites than minority ethnic group members.
White and minority males obtained higher composite scores, on the
average, on composites containing quantitative or mechanical
subtests, while the female counterparts obtained higher mean
scores in composites which included verbal and speeded subtest.

General Linear Models Tests

Thirty samples included both ethnic and gender information in
the initial full Model 1. Within these 30 samples, only 12
samples had enough subjects to investigate the contribution of
male, female, White, Black, and Hispanic group membership in the
prediction of course grade. Eleven samples allowed for the
investigation of male, female, White, and Black subgroup male,
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information, while seven samples allowed for the investigation of
female, White and Nonwhite variable contributions in the
prediction of final course grade.

Forty-five samples had enough cases to invo-.tigate the
contribution of only the ethnicity var ables in t-ie nre 'iction of
course grade. Of these 45 sample!,, nine a.lowed for the study of
the White, Black, and Hispanic gr p z mbe-ship. -welve samples
allowed for the investigation of Wh tc I ?. Black group
membership, while only four samples a L..\;w~z for the study of
White and Hispanic group membership. I" -' sa: . s ' _d enough
cases to investigate the contribut!,i,. o. &t White and iNonWhite
ethnicity variables in the predictio: ot irse ucade. £ixt -two
samples had enough cases to investi. te 1,,e c , -' c ibuticri ot the
male and female variables in the pred ntjon . c,:iz-ce l:r;ide.

Referring to Appendix D, Figures ' 3, .c. of : '. 1,odPl 1 .
Model 2 comparisons resulted in st..Li i.ca.": -'IJ.ficant
differences between the full &.id r'stricted moil T1, , meant
all samples with all composite predictors vesulted in a failure
to reject the null hypothesis, which sA.4,ted that the expected
differences in course grades between the differencef of White
males and Black males at a given ASVAB score was equal to the
differences between the differences at very other ASVAB score
level. Differences between slopes (i.e., change in grade per
unit change in ASVAB composite score) were constant across ethnic
groups. Slopes for each ethnic group were different, but the
differences between the slopes was constant.

Subsequent model comparisons revealed that none of the ASVAB
composites showed a systematic pattern of slope or intercept
differences across the various samples. However, there were
isolated occurrances of statistically significant slope and/or
intercept differences for sex or ethnic groups within a
particular composite for some course samples. For example, the
Academic Ability composite showed a pattern of statistically
significant slope differences between the gender groups for
mathematics type courses, such as General Math and Algebra. This
pattern did not continue with regard to Geometry. A consistent
pattern of no test bias was evidenced for the ASVAB composites
with regard to the Calculus and Secretary and Office courses.
The classification of students and the year course grades were
obtained did not appear to have systematic patterns within ASVAB
composites or across courses. Thus, none of the ASVAB
composites, across the course samples, demonstrated a particular
type of systematic bias against a particular gender or ethnic
group .

When significant intercept differences between the gender
groups did occur, each ASVAB composite consistently
underpredicted females on criterion performance if a common
regression line were to be used. In a similar fashiu,, when
significant intercept differepces for the ethnic groups were
found, Whites or Hispanics were consistently underpredicted on
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the criterion performance if a common regression line were used,
while Blacks or Nonwhites were overpredicted. The exception to
this case was with the Biology course samples, in which Blacks
would be underpredicted in Biology course grade if a common
regression were used.

In general, certain ASVAB composites would result in
significant slope and intercept differences if used in the
prediction of particular course grades. Thus, future research is
warranted in the investigation of the equity of the high school
ASVAB composites, as well as the other composites included in
this study.

Future research could investigate the degree of variance
within the criterion which could be accounted for by other
predictor variables. Such factors as selective enrollment into
certain courses, teacher grading styles, and curriculum
differences across schools could lead to differential prediction
between the subgroups of interest. One way to investigate these
aspects of the criterion is to include a "school" vector among
the predictors or as a stratification variable in defining the
samples. This would eliminate some of the interpretation
problems with statistically significant slope or intercept
differences between groups cf interest.

Future research could also investigate a change in the initial
Model 1 vs. Modcl 2 comparison. This comparison could be altered
such that the initial full Model 1 contained all single and
interaction variables, while Model 2 excluded all interaction
variables except for the sex by ethnicity interaction variable.
This could lead to a clearer interpretation of results which test
the hypothesis that all slopes are equal for the six gv-oups. The
more specific model comparisons for sex and ethnicity slope and
intercept differences could then be made and interpreted.

Finally, a consideration for future investigations would be a
test for a curvilinear relaticnship among the variables instead
of using a lower level of significance for alpha. This would
provide a clearer picture of whether the variables did possess a
linear relationship as assumed. Also, to maintain the spirit of
sequential testing, Model 3 could be compared to Models 7 and 10.
This would eliminate the need to assume that the coefficients
associated with the sex by ethnicity interaction variables are
equal to zero.
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APPENDIX A: DEFINITIONS flF PREDICTOR VARIABLES

Table A-1. Definition of "reoictor Variables
a

Variables Description Code

1 Aptitude Score ASVAB Cofrposite Score

2 Sex Group Membership I i4 Mate; 0 Otherwise

(incl.ued in Types 1-4 aid 9 starting ModeLs)b

3 Ethnic Group Mefri-rshipl

(included in T,':s 1-8 starting Models) 1 if White; 0 Othewise

4 Ethnic Group Membership2 1 if Black; 0 Otherwise

(included in Types 1 and 5 starting Models)

5 SeA x Ethnisity I vl * v3

6 Sex x Ethnicity 2 VI - V4

7 Aptitude x Sex Vi * V2

8 Aptitude x Ethnicity 1 vI * v3

9 Aptitude x Ethnicity 2 VI * V4

10 Aptitude A Sex x Ethnici ty 1 vi V2 * V3

11 Aptitude x Sex x Ethnicity 2 VI V2 * V4

12 Mate Gender Group I if mate; 0 Otherwise

(used in Models 4, 5, and 6 )c

13 Female Gendler Group 1 if ferwaLe; 0 Otherwise

(used in Models 4, 5, and 6)

14 White Ethnic Group I if White; C Otherwisc

(used in Models 4, 5, ond 6)

15 81ack Ethnic Group 1 if tack; 0 Otherwise

(used in Models 4, 5, and 6 if etiough subjects)

16 lispanic Ethnic Group 1 if Hispanic; 0 Otherwise

(used in Models 4, 5, and 6 if enough subjects)

17 Nonwhite Ethnic Group 1 if Nonwhite; 0 Othelwise

(uqed in Models 4, 5, ar i 6 if neces,,ary)

13 Apt itu'de x Male v1 * v12

(used in ModeLs 4, 5, atd 6)

19 Aptitude x Fe'l cIr VI * V13

(used in Model-; ., 5, )r 6)

394



Table A-1. (Concluded)

Variables Description Code

20 Mate x White V12 0 V14

(used in Modeis 4, 5, and 6)

21 Mate x Black Viz * V15

(used in Mudrts 4, 5, and 6 if enough subjects)

22 Mate x Hispanic V"i * V16

(used in Models 4, 5, and 6 ii enough subjectr)

23 Mate x Nonwhite .4 VI(

(used in ModeLs 4, 5, and 6 if necessary)

24 Female x White V13 * V14

(used in diodels 4, 5, and 6)

25 Female x BlacK V13 * V15

(used in Models 4, 5, and 6 if enough subjectbw

Female x Hispanic V13 * V16

(u ,cd in Models 1, 5, and 6 if enough subjects)

27 Female x Nonwhite V13 * V17

(,;Od in Modets 4 5, J 6 if necesssry)

28 Aptitude x Mate x White VI * V20

(used in Models 4, 5, and 6)

29 Aptitude x Mote x Black VI * V21

(t jed in Models 4, 5, and 6 if enough subjectn)

30 Aptitude ) Mate x Hispanic VI * V22

(used in Models 4, 5, and 6 if enough subjects)

31 Apt itude x Mlie A Nonwhite VI * V23

(used in Models 4, 5, and 6 if necessary)

32 Aptitude x Female x White V1 * V24

(used in Models 4, 5, and 6)

33 Aptitude x Femdl.e x Black VI * V25

(u'jed in Models 4, 5, and 6 if enough subjects)

34 Apt it -dJe x Fen.ae x Hispanic VI * V26

(used in Models 4, 5, and 6 if enough subjects)

5 lptitude x Fem3tle N onwh ite Vi 1 V27

(used in Mcdels 4, 5, aid 6 if riceairy
0 e ut,it vectlc is fvs,.vrd.

b Se Tafle 4 for rmu,jers that indicate typ' of pe,;slIn sta' titg rvdeJ.

SSe Al, rcdix Ii for Mu-.|A 4, 5, aid . (K.1 t6or,.
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APPENDIX B: MODEL SPECIFICATIONS WITH HYPOTHESES OF INTEREST AND
HIERARCHICAL MODEL TESTS

Table B-1. Model Specificationsa

Predictor

Model no. Varieablcs Desc iption

1 tinitial full model with Vi-vil ASVAB, sex, ethn 1, ethr, 2,

cthn= Wh, Bt, His; gender= m, f)C sex * ethn 1,

sex * ethn 2, ASVAR * sex,

ASVAB ethn I. ASVAB * ethn 2,

ASVAB sex * ethn 1, ASVAB sex

ethn 2

(initial full model with V1-vil ASVAB, sex, ethn 1, sex * ethn 1,

ethn- Wh, 9l or Wh, His; ASVAB sex, A VAu - etln i,

gender-- m, f) ASVAB sex * ethn 2

(initial full raodet . Vi-v3, VS, v7, ASVA3, sex, ethn 1, sex * ethn 1,

ethn! Wh, .!.; V8, VIO AS'.'AB sex, ASVA8 * ethn 1,

gnrvJer= m, f) ASVA" seA * ethn I

VI, V2, ASVA,, seA. etihn
0

, sCe -'chn,

V3 ar d/or V4 ASVAB sex, ASVAB * hn

VS and/or V6,
V7, V8 ard/or

V9

3 VI, V2, ASVAB, bex, ethn, ASVAB * sex,

V3 and/or V4, ASVAB " ethn

V1, V8 aind/oi

V9

4 V1, V5 and/or V6 ASVAB, sex, ethn

5 V5 arid/or V6, V7 ASVAB " ethn, sex * ethin

%, -oindioi V6, V1 ASVAB * sex, sex ethn

7 (initial full model if only V1, V2, V7 ASVAB, sex, ASVAB * sex

grln r differences test,.d;

ethri riot tested)

8 V1, V2 ASVAn, sex

Vi ASV/

1 (initial lull a'IJ,.,I if orily Vi, Vi, V4 ASVAB, eth, 1, ethf! 2

ethn differcn'es tp'.ted; Vfj, VW AVAB * snhn 1, ASVAB * ecthi 2
q.'hr, W j, [it Ai,;

*J i testrd)
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Table B-1. (Conctuded)

Predictor

Model no. variables b Oescription

iritiat full model if only V1, V3, V4, V8 ASVAR, ethn 1, ASVAC * ethn 2

ethn differences tested;

ethn= ih, 0', His;

gender net tested)

(tilfuU rl d ornly VI, 03, v4, v8 ASVAB, ethn 1, ASVAB * ethn 2

ethn differences tested;

ethrnr Wh, Nonwh;

g- rvcr not tested)

11 VI, V3, and/or V4 ASVAB, ethnd

12 Vi ASVAB

'3The unit vector i- assured.

~,oiablcs F-L-,bCrs referoneced irl Tabiec A-1.
C ethn~ethnicity; Wh=ihites, Bk=8l-3k, His=Hispanic, Nonwh=onwhite.

d Et~onicity beving defined according to which initial full model was used.
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Table B-2. Hypotheses of Interest

Mdc-, CoTparison Mathematical Hypothesis" Natural Language Hypothesis

Model 1 vs. Model 2

1. y u s2x 4 ethn + ASVAS + (4ai 6Mai) (WFai - 3Fai)= Expccted differences of White mates

(scx ASVAB) + (WMaj - GMaj) (WFaj BFaj) and Black males at a given ASVAB

(ethn ASVAB) + score is equal to the differences

(sex ethn) + ard between the differences at every

(sex ethn * ASVAB) other ASVAB score level.

(Wai HMai) (WFai - HFai)= Differences bctw en slou-s is

2. y u + sex + ethn 4 ASVAB 4 (WMaj HMaj) (WFaj - HFaj) constant across ethnic groups.

(sex ASVAB)

(ethn * ASVAB) + thus

(BMai HMai.) (BFai HFai)=

(BMaj - HMaj) - (BFaj - HFEj)

Modei 2 vs. Mcdet 3

2. y u + sex 4 ethri + ASVAB + (Wiam - BMai) - (WFai - Brai) = 0 Differences between expected

(sex * ASVAB) + values for males and females at a

(ethn * ASVA3) + ar given ASVAB scoie are colnstbnt

(sex * ethn) Lcross ethnic groups. Conversely,

(Wai " HMa ) (WFai - HFam) 
= 

0 differences between the expected

3. y u * sex * ethn * ASVAB + values of ethnic groups at a given

(sex * ASVAB) 4 and ASVAB score are constant across

(ethn ASVAB) gender groups.

(643, - HMa ) - (BFai HFai) 0 O

Model 2 vs. Model 4

2. y M + F + W 4 B 4 H 4ai " WMaj 
= 

Wfai - WFaj Tests that there is no interaction

ASVAB + (M * ASVAB) * between ASVAB and each of the

( * ASVAB) + (W * ASVAB) + or categorical variables (i.e., sex

(B * ASVAB) + (H * ASVAB) + and ethnicity). Differences

M * W) + (F W) + BMa - 1Haj BFai -BFaj between the expected values for all

(M * 3) + (F 8) - six sex and ethr~icity cateo;- ies

(M H) * (F H) or ale cuo,,tant.

mr I I - IM.j HFai HFaj

y M F + W + B(or H, or NW);

ASVA6 + (M * ASVAB)

(F " ASVA3) + (W * ASVAB)

(B(oi H, or NW) I ASVAB)

(M * W) (F *W,

(M * B(or I!, I r Nr.)

(F 6(-8



Table B-2. (Cc'tinued)

Model Comparisor, Matheratical Hypothesis
a  

Natural Language Hypothesis

Mcd'l 2 vs. Model 4

4. i ASA9 CM * W)

(F • W) * (M " )

(F 0) + (M H) * (F H)

or

v ASVAS (M W) 4

(F* ) +

(M * 8(or H, or N)J))

(F B(or H, or Nw))

Mcdcl 2 vs. vcdet 5

2. y M * F * W * 8 + H * M,, Tests that wale and female slopes

ASVAB * (4 * ASVAB) * ;re -- q jaI. D!fferences of expected

(F * ASVAr) - * ASVAR) - a'd values of LUhite mates ard White

(S * ASVAB) * (H * ASIAB) * ferale.S are constant across all

(M " W) * CF W W) * 113a, = F~ji ASVAB levels. Differences of

(M 0 0) + CF " B) - exr,ected values of Block males and

(H ki I r.) arnd fer-Les are constant across atL

ASVAB levels.

cr M~hat fHji

"y M F * W * 5(or H, or NW)

ASCAB * (M * ASVA) -

(F * ASVA.) * (14 * ASVA)

(B(or I4, cr M,4) * ASYAB)

(M W U) + (F I W) 4

(M B R(or H, or NW.U,) 

(F R B(or 11, or NW))

5. y : (ASVAB * V) + (ASVAB * B) +

(ASVAB * H) - (H W) +

(F W) + (M * 0) (F * G)

(M l ) + CF ( 11)

,r

, (ASA3 * W) *

(AsvAC F(or II, of N.))

(M U) (F * .4) -

(M " 8(Or H, Cr '.W)) 4

(F * B( or , or NW )
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Table 8-2. (Continued)

Model Comparison Mathcmnaticat Hypothesis a  
Natural Language Hypothes's

Model 2 vs. Model 6

2. y = M - F + W * B - H * Wmai = Tmal Tests that ethnic group slopes are

ASVAB + (H * ASVAB) + equ.. Differences of expected

(F * ASVAB) * (W * ASVAB) + and values of White erwJ Black males

(B * ASVAB) + (H * ASVAB) + are constant across all ASVAB

(M * W) + (F * W) * lfai Bfal levels. Oifierence; uf expected

(M * B) * (F * B) + valu-s of White and Hispanic males

(M * H) * (F * H) and are contant acres all ASVAB

levels. Differences of expected

or Ws, i = l!Mai values of White aird Black females

are constant across all ASVAB

y - M + F * W + B(or H, or NW) * and levels. Differences of expected

ASVAB + (M * ASVAB) * values of White and Hispanic

(F * ASVAB) # (W ASVAB) 4 Wfai Hfai females are constant across all

((or II, or HW) ASVAB) * all ASVAB levels.

(M * W) + (F I W) +

(M B 8(o H, ur N.J)) +

(F * A(or H, or NW))

6. y a (M AVAB) 4 (F ASVAB) 4

(M * W) * (F ' W) + (M B)

(f * B) * (M H) + (F * II)

or

y = (M * ASVAB) * (F * ASVAB,

(M * W) 4 (F * W)
(M B(or H, or NW)) +

(F B(or 11, or NW))

Model 7 v,,. Model 8

7. y = u ASVAB + sex * Mai - Fai 2 Maj • FIaj Assune5 coefficients for sex

(sex * ASVAB) ethnicity variables are equal to 0.

lests that male and female slopes

8. y = u + ASVA * soz arc equl. Dilferenccs of exrected

values of mate and female are

coritant across all ASVAB levels.

Model P vs. Model 9

13. y =u * ASVAJ 4 sex Ma i Fai Tcst ; that male ar)d ft-male

regression tints intercept the

V. y = u 4 ASVAG y nxis (i.e. criteria) at equal
pl, ntS. Differences of expected

values of male and fermale are

constant acror alt ASVAR levels
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Table B-2. (Concluded)

Model Comparison Mathematical ilypothesisa Natural Language Hypothesis

Model 10 vs. Model i1

10. y = ASVA8 + ethn * Wal - Bai = W-j - Daj Assunes coefficients for sex

(ethn * ASVAB) ethnicity variables are equal to 0.

and Tests that ethnic groups slopes are

11. y = u + ASVAR + ethn equal. Differences of expected

Wai - Hai = Waj - Haj values of Whites and Blacks are

constant across all ASVAB levels.

Differences of expected values of

White and Hispnnic are constant

across all ASVAB levels.

Model 11 vs. Model 12

11. y = u + ASVAR + ethn Wai = Bai Tests that ethnic group regression

lines intercept the y axis (i.e.,

12. y = u + ASVAB and criteria) at equal points. Assumes

differences of expected values of

W;ji Hi Whites and Blacks are constant ar

expected values of Whites and

Hispanics are constant.

ausing at three ethnic groups for illustrative purposes; with W=White, B=Black, IIHispanic, M=Mates,

F=Females, ai-a given ASVAB score level, and aj=another given ASVAB score level.
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APPENDIX C: SUMMARY STATISTICS FOR COMPOSITES

Table C-I. Summary Statistics for Composites (White Mates)

N Mean Median Mode Std Dev. Variance Range Min Max Skew Kurt

Subtest Conposite 2825 2.153 2.143 1.654 .705 .497 3.744 .226 3.970 .103 -.699

Academic Ability 2825 92.923 93.000 94.000 16.284 265.157 76.000 52.000 128.000 -.004 -.816

AFQT 2025 185.939 185.000 160.OOC 31.758 1008.597 148.000 109.000 257.000 .048 -.801

Verbal 2825 137.18 139.000 127.000 26.051 678.630 125.000 66.300 191.000 -.203 -.815

Math 2825 96.120 94.000 82.000 16.126 260.044 74.000 60.000 134.000 .409 -.695

General 2825 59.096 59.378 64.902 8.571 73.463 47.646 32.499 80.145 -.140 -.608

Mechanical & Crafts 2825 192.512 193.000 199.000 28.464 810.203 162.000 109.000 271.000 .070 -.631

Business & Clerical 2825 140.046 140.000 125.000 21.752 473.144 117.000 82.000 199.000 -.036 -.502

Electronics 2825 189.910 188.000 188.000 29.537 872.414 153.000 112.000 265.000 .145 -.668

Health, Social & Tech 2825 141.457 141.000 138.000 23.537 553.987 121.000 77.000 198.000 .028 -.788

Perceptual Speed 2825 97.865 99.000 101.000 16.754 280.682 91.000 43.000 134.000 -.267 -.212

Technil 2825 144.490 14%.000 130.000 22.364 500.169 126.000 79.000 205.000 .038 -.619

Table C-2. Sunary Statistics for Composites (White Females)

N Mean Median Mode Std Dev. Variance Range Min Max Skew Kurt

Subtest Comrposite 2664 2.376 2.360 2.043 .626 .392 3.447 .536 3.983 .058 -.465

Academic Ability 2664 91.569 91.000 93.000 14.618 213.673 76.000 52.000 128.000 .083 -.618

AFOT 2664 184.892 184.000 166.000 28.522 813.513 152.000 106.000 258.000 .126 -.598

Verbal 2664 135.185 136.000 125.000 22.836 521.464 126.000 63.000 189.000 -.085 -.622

Math 2664 94.874 93.000 82.000 14.545 211.551 72.000 62.000 134.000 .483 -.422

General 2664 57.178 57.084 48.973 6.874 47.249 44.326 32.511 76.838 .011 -.305

Mechanical L Crafts 2664 172.160 170.000 165.000 20.195 407.819 144.000 110.000 254.000 .419 -.018

Business & Clerical 2664 145.009 145.000 143.000 19.545 382.026 116.000 82.000 198.000 -.091 -.275

Electronics 2664 181.496 179.000 170.000 24.273 589.200 145.000 111.000 256.000 .342 -.333

Health, Social & Tech 2664 134.623 133.000 133.000 19.608 384.471 113.000 81.000 194.000 .209 -.443

Perceptual Speed 2664 105.253 07.000 113.000 15.625 244.140 86.000 48.000 134.000 -.505 .114

Technical 2664 125.600 124.000 121.000 14.608 213.381 110.000 80.000 190.000 .429 .247

Table C 3. Summary Statistics for Composites (Biack Mates)

N Mea1 Med-ri Mode itd Dev. Variance Range Min Max Skew Kurt

Subtest Composite 575 1.716 1.691 1.738 .529 .280 3.310 .487 3.797 .402 .249

Academic Ability 575 76.988 76.000 79.000 12.339 152.242 81.000 46.000 127.000 .643 .363

AFOT 575 155.682 154.000 132.000 23.657 559.677 152.000 102.000 254.000 .677 .434

Verbal 575 108.546 105.000 104.000 20.681 427.705 125.000 63.000 188.000 .731 .314

Math 575 8.4.148 83.000 79.000 11.033 121.736 70.000 62.000 132.030 1.049 1.426

Genera 575 50.368 49.946 34.404 6.323 39.985 46.496 34.404 80.901 .500 .624

Mechanical & Crafts 575 160.666 157.000 146.000 19.590 383.777 154.000 111.000 265.000 .935 1.566

Business & Clerical 575 124.245 124.000 141.000 1&.996 360.865 117.000 80.000 19'.000 .171 -.317

Electronics 575 160.555 158.000 148.000 20.783 431.934 147.000 119.000 266.000 .987 1.428

Health, Social & Tech 575 116.536 ;14.000 112.000 17.054 290.845 110.000 84.000 194.000 .765 .658

?"rceptuaL Speed 575 95.240 96.000 92.000 20.542 421.988 87.000 46.000 133.000 -.069 -.678

TechncaL 575 119.445 116.000 112.000 15.935 253.913 126.000 73.000 199.000 .849 1.427
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Table C-4. Sumary Statistics for Composites (Black Females)

N Mean Median Mode Std Dev. Variance Range Min Max Skew Kurt

Subtest Composite 684 1.873 1.840 1.068 .489 .239 2.722 .641 3.363 .329 .011

Academic Abi I i ty 684 76.142 75.000 75.000 10.314 106.388 63.000 52.000 115.000 .677 .532

AFQT 684 154.854 152,000 146.000 20.345 413.938 118.000 115.000 2.33.000 .728 .525

Verba I 684 107.750 106.000 95.000 17.852 316.905 98.000 T3.000 171.000 .712 .418
Math 684 83.713 82.000 79.000 v.575 91.681 57.000 63.000 120.000 .899 1.310
General 684 50.199 49.931 36.198 4.841 23.431 30.392 36.198 66.589 .282 .253
Mechanical & Crafts 684 151.775 151.000 150.000 11.698 136.854 81.000 115.000 196.000 .459 .620

Business & Clerical 684 130.456 130.000 131.000 17.908 320.679 88.000 87.000 175.000 .035 -.420

Electronics 684 156.5,8 155.000 145.000 16.070 258.235 100.000 115.000 215.000 .648 .485

Health, Social & Tech 684 113.629 112.000 111.000 12.567 157.926 71.000 86.000 157.000 .619 .472

Perceptual Speed 684 104.737 106.000 131.000 19.528 381.345 91.000 43.000 134.000 -.355 -. 604
Technical 684 111.203 111.000 112.000 9.182 84.303 67.000 76.000 143.000 .205 .582

Table C-5. Suzmary Statistics for Coxnosites (Hispanic Mates)

N Mean Median Mode Std 0ev. Varisnce Range Min Max Skew Kurt

Subte. C os ite 3375 1.764 1.719 1.164 .529 .280 2.741 .468 3.209 .233 -. 207
Academic Abi L i ty 330 79.070 78.000 84.000 13.099 171.591 68.000 54.000 122.000 .460 -.004

AFQT 330 158.588 158.000 163.000 24.633 606.778 135.000 106.000 241.000 .442 -.021

VerbaL 330 111.206 109.000 102.000 20.915 437.447 109.000 63.000 172.000 .540 .051

Math 330 86.291 84.000 82.000 12.116 146.797 67.000 62.000 129.000 .913 .703

GeneraL 330 51.768 51.437 58.656 6.826 46.588 36.178 3 .26Y 73.448 .183 -.369

Mechanical & Crafts 330 167.042 164.000 150.000 23.601 557.019 132.00 121.000 253.000 .619 -.011

Business & Clerical 330 126.055 125.000 118.000 19.481 379.523 99.000 81.000 180.000 .139 .454

Electronics 330 165.179 163.000 158.000 21.973 482.804 133.000 116.000 249.000 .556 .259

HeALth, Social & Tech 330 120.721 120.000 120.000 19.037 362.421 104.000 83.000 187.000 .483 -.13;

Perceptual Speed 330 97.073 97.500 85.000 20.256 410.317 88.000 46.000 134.000 -.183 -.436

Technical 330 124.121 122.000 114.000 19.063 363.383 102.000 87.000 189.000 .623 - .008

Table C-6. Summary Statistics for Composites (Hispanic Females)

NI Mean Median Mode Std Dav. Variance Range Min Max Skew Kurt

Subtest Conposite 684 2.087 2.072 1.521 .558 .311 3.221 .381 3.602 .108 -.054

Academic Abi l i ty 684 82.406 81.000 76.000 13.261 175.864 74.000 52.000 126.000 .335 -.277

AFOT 684 166.846 164.000 159.000 25.603 655.530 145.000 107.000 252.000 .375 -.110

Verbal 684 117.858 117.000 104.000 20.869 435.516 114.000 68.000 182.000 .245 -.410

Math 684 88.2T3 86.000 82.000 12.149 147.605 76.000 55.000 131.000 .759 .559

General 684 52.682 52.507 45.733 5.599 31.346 35.702 35.188 70.890 .050 .108

Mechani-l & Crafts 684 158.991 158.000 157.000 15.724 247.230 94.0G 120.000 214.000 .396 .363

Business & Clerical 684 135.972 137.000 140.000 18.142 329.131 104.00 79.000 183.000 -.317 .104
ELectron:cs 684 165.294 163.000 156.000 19.536 381.651 1!0.000 120.000 230.000 .479 .170

Health, Social & Tech 684 121.181 121.000 110.000 17.050 290.702 100.000 80.000 180.000 .390 .051

Perceptual Speed 684 104.256 104.000 103.000 17.111 292.785 91.000 43.000 134.000 -.376 .004

Technical 684 115.871 115.5) 114.000 11.385 129.620 76.000 84.000 160.000 .284 .515
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APPENDIX D: F-TESTS OF SIGNIFICANCE FOR COMPOSITES

Table D-1. F-Tests of Significance for Academic Ability Composite

Comparison R
2

F-Test Cc-Pipar'son Full Restricted Full Restricted R
2
Change dfl df2 r

Engtish I - IV 1984 - 1985 Freshnmen (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic)

3-way Interacticn Test (ASIAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2420 .2406 .00133 2 2,422 2.13

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2406 .2359 .00470 2 2,424 7.50

Consistent Over or Under prediction of Subgroup 2 4 .2406 .2385 .00215 3 2,424 2.29

English I - IV 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethricity) 1 2 .2015 .1998 .00173 2 1,989 2.16

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1998 .1972 .00265 2 1,991 3.30

Sto.oe Differenc?: for Sex 7 8 .1884 .1882 .00012 1 1,997 0.29

Intercept Differences for Se- 8 9 .1882 .1523 .03595 1 1,998 88.49

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1599 .1539 .00601 2 1,995 7.13 **

English I - IV 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic)

3-way Interac!ion Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2568 .2566 .00018 2 2,296 0.28

Sex & Ethnicity Interactirn Test 2 3 .2S66 .2551 .00150 2 2,298 2.31

Slope Differences fhr Sex 7 8 .2543 .2485 .00580 1 2,304 17.94

Stoe Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1963 .1963 .00004 2 2,302 0.05

intercept Differc:.zes for Ethnicity 11 12 .1963 .1952 .00109 2 2,304 1.56

English I - IV 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Teit (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2354 .2344 .00107 2 1,942 1.36

Sex & Ethnicity !nteraction Test 2 3 .2343 .2334 .00093 2 1,944 1.21

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2270 .2200 .00699 1 1,950 17.63 *

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1678 .1671 .00069 2 1,948 0.80

intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1671 .1592 .00784 2 1,950 9.17 **

English I - IV 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2422 .2421 .00010 2 1,721 0.11

Sex & Ethnic'ty Interaction lest 2 3 .2421 .2419 .00027 2 1,723 0.31

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2396 .2330 .00661 1 1,729 15.03

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1572 .1565 .00067 2 1,727 0.69

Intercept Differenccs for Ethnicity 11 12 .1565 .1550 .00148 2 1,729 1.52

English I - IV 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicicy = White & Black)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex'ethnicity) 1 2 .2141 .2140 .00008 1 1,258 0.13

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2140 .2140 .00004 1 1,259 0.07

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2139 .2073 .00656 1 1,262 10.53 *

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2073 .1238 .08350 1 1,263 133.03

Slop Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1240 .1238 .00021 1 1,262 0.31

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1238 .1238 .00002 1 1,263 0.03
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Tablte D-1. (Continued)

Comparison R2

F-Test Comparison Full Restricted Full Restricted R2Change dfl df2 F

English I - IV 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity - White, Glack & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .1981 1966 .00149 2 1,275 1.19

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1966 .1960 .00065 2 1,277 0.52

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1851 .1823 .00278 1 1,283 4.37

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1823 .1545 .02783 1 1,284 43.71

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1616 .1546 .00700 2 1,281 5.35

Intercept Differences for Ethricity 11 12 .1546 .1545 .00012 2 1,283 0.09

General Maxh 1981 19f5 frcshmcn (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVA8*sex*ethricity) 1 2 .0743 .0728 .00158 2 1,167 0.99

Sex & Ethnicity Intora:Yion Tzst 2 3 .0728 .0692 .00353 2 1,169 2.23

Slope Differences for "-x 7 6 .0672 .0655 .00179 1 1,175 2.25

Intercept Differerces for Sex 8 9 .0655 .0564 .00902 1 1,176 11.35

Stope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0591 .0590 .00015 2 1,173 0.10

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0590 .0564 .00253 2 1,175 1.58

General Math 1985 1986 rreshr-n (Ethnicity = white & btack)

3-.ay Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*cthicity) 1 2 .0315 .0315 .OCOO1 1 549 0.00

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .0315 .0293 .00220 1 550 1.25

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0218 .0190 .00287 1 553 1.62

Intercept Differencen f .r 8 9 090 .0130 .00595 1 554 3.36

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0211 .0137 .00745 1 553 4.21

Intercept Diiferences for Ethricity 11 12 .0137 .0130 .00065 1 554 0.37

General Math 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White, BLack & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .0674 .0659 .00150 2 736 0.59

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .065 .0602 .00564 2 738 2.23

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0508 .05U8 .00000 1 744 0.00

Intercept Diff.rences for Sex 8 9 .0508 .0174 .00342 1 745 2.69

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0571 .0552 .00185 , 142 0.73

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0552 .0474 .00786 2 744 3.10

General Math 1915 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White & Black)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVA5*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .1075 .1014 .00608 1 305 2.08

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1014 .0992 .00227 1 30,; 0.77

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0823 .0817 .00063 1 309 0.21

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0817 .0463 .03540 1 310 11.95

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0621 .0601 .00201 1 309 0.66

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0601 .0463 .01381 1 310 4.56

General Math 1984 - 19.5 Junior (Ethnicity = hte & Black)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*so?*ethnicity) 1 2 .0546 .0541 .00043 1 266 0.12

Sex & Ethricity Interaction Te,t 2 3 .0541 .0541 .o -r-03 1 267 0.0'

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0498 .0481 .00167 1 270 0.47

Inteicept Differerces for Sex 6 9 .0431 .02". .02568 1 271 7 11

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0258 .0258 .00001 1 270 0.00

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0258 .0224 .0033t 1 211 0.94
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Table 0-1. (Continued)

CoTa r i son R2

F-Test Comparison fuLl Restricted Full Restricted R
2
Change dfl df2 F

General Math 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1175 .1161 .00143 1 222 0.36

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1161 .0885 .02763 1 223 6.97 *

Gerieral Math 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity White & Black) (Sex not tested)

Slope 0ifferences for Fthnicity 10 11 .1114 .1078 .00362 1 195 0.79

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1078 .1056 .00217 1 196 0.48

General Math 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0922 .0842 .00800 1 230 2.03

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0842 .08:9 .00029 1 231 0.07

General Math 192L - 1985 Stri'.,- (Ethnicity = White & btock) (Sex nct tested)

Slope Differen~ces for Ethnicity 10 11 .1244 .1235 .00094 1 203 0.22

Interuept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .12!5 .1054 .01811 1 204 4.22

Atgeura 1984 - 1985 FreSh,t.n (Ethnicity v White & Nonwhite)

3-wiy Interaction Test (ASVA8*scA*thicity) 1 2 .IP,. .1764 .00733 1 1,180 10.59 *

Sex & Ethnicity lf,Lvraction Test 2 3 .1764 .1764 .00U01 1 1,181 0.01

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1745 .1733 .00123 1 1,184 1.76

Slope Differences for Ethniclty 10 11 .1385 .1358 .002?3 1 1,184 3.75

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1358 .1331 .C0274 1 1,185 3.76

Algebra 1935 - 19a6 Freshn.n .Et.inicity White & NInwhitc)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*eLnnicity) 1 2 .1895 .1895 .00000 1 708 O.Uu

Sex & Ethnicity Interactlun Test 2 3 .1895 .1878 .00171 1 709 1.50

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1843 .1843 .00000 1 712 0.00

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .183 .1425 .04185 1 713 36.58

Slope Difference. for Ethnicity 10 11 .159 .1453 .00052 1 71Z 0.44

Intercept Differen:es for Ethnicity 11 12 .1453 .1'25 .00286 1 713 2.39

Algebra 1984 - 198.5 Sc~phomire (Ethnicity White & morhitc)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sxethnlcity) 1 2 .1271 .1271 .00000 1 871 0.00

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1271 .1214 .00566 1 872 5.66

Slope Differerices for Sex 7 8 .1189 .1163 .00265 1 875 2.(,4

Interceot Differences for Sex 8 9 .1163 .0901 .02620 1 876 25.97

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0920 .0905 .00155 1 875 1.49

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0905 .0901 .00041 1 376 0.39

Algebriu 1985 - 1Vt16 S,,.:Kjf (Lthrlil.ity Jite & Norrwhite)

3-wal Interaction Test (ASVA8*!,,:,*etl,!,i ity) 1 2 .1237 .1?36 .f0005 1 617 G.03

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1236 .1218 .00185 1 618 1.31

Sl'p, Differcr,cc, f-,r Sex 7 8 .1156 .1150 .0006? 1 621 0.44

Irtercept biffererice!, for Sex. 8 9 .1150 .09/5 .01755 1 6?2 12.33

Siope_ Differerces for [thnicity 10 11 .1017 .10C? .00153 1 621 1.06

IntceL.pt Viffererices fur L.riity 11 12 .10U2 .075 .00Z71 1 622 1.'U



Table D-I (Continued)

Conparison R
2

F-Test Comparison Ful Restricted Full Restricted R2Change dfl df2 F

AtSebra 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity White & Bt3ck)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .1749 .1743 .00058 1 489 0.35

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1743 .1730 .00129 1 400 0.77

Slope Difference for Sex 7 8 .1642 .1639 .00033 1 493 0.19

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1639 .1341 .02974 1 494 17.57

SLope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1425 .1389 .00359 1 493 2.06

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1389 .1341 .00479 1 494 2.75

Algebra 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Di'ferentes for Sex 7 8 .1283 .1207 .00761 1 273 2.38

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1207 .1131 .00757 1 274 2.36

Algebra 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhit:) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1297 .1172 .01248 1 273 3.91

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1172 .1131 .00411 1 274 1.27

Atgeb.,a 198! - 1935 Senior (Ethnicity rot tested)

Slope Differencer. for Sex 7 8 .1440 .1349 .00913 1 265 2.83

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1349 .0960 .03883 1 266 11.94

At.-ctz 19' - 1985 Scnicr (Ethn'i.ty = 1hite & Non.hitc) (Sex n t tcrtod)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1207 .1038 .01687 1 265 5.08

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1,38 .U960 .00777 1 266 2.31

Gceoietry 1985 - 198,6 Freshmen (Ethnicity -ot test.j)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2301 .2300 .00007 1 511 0.05

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2300 .2241 .00590 1 512 3.92

Geometry 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White, dlack & Hispanic) (Scx not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2269 .2245 .00238 2 5 9 0.78

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2245 .2241 .00041 2 511 0.14

Geometry 1984 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2233 .2232 .00006 1 561 0.04

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2233 .2141 .00910 1 562 6.58

Geoptry 1984 - 1985 Sopho.ore (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic) (Sex rot tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2274 .2178 .00956 2 559 3.46

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2178 .2142 .00365 2 561 1.31

Geometry 1985 - 1986 Sopo'rure (Ethnicity not tested)

Slop Differences for Sex 7 9 .2397 .2193 .r0034 1 410 0.18

Ir,tc.rcpt Differerces for Sex 8 9 .2393 .2149 .02444 1 411 13.20 *
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Table D-1. (Continued)

Comparison R
2

F-Test Conparison Full Restricted Full Pestricted R
2
Change df1 df2 F

Geometry 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White & Black) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2546 .2338 .02086 1 371 10.39

Geometry 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2086 .2052 .00335 1 305 1.29

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2052 .1838 .02143 1 306 8.25 *

Geometry 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differr'ces for Ethnicity 10 11 .1866 .1860 .00051 1 305 0.19

Intercept D erices for Ethnicity 11 12 .1860 .1838 .00227 1 306 0.86

Geonetry 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slie bifferences for Sex 7 8 .1800 .1778 .00214 1 123 0.32

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1778 .!646 .01328 1 124 2.00

Geometry 1985 1986 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Nonshite) (Sex nct tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 11 .2891 .2290 .06014 1 123 10.41 *

Geometry 1984 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2335 .2299 .00358 1 107 0.50

Intercept Diffcrcnces for S x 9 9 .2299 .2290 .00091 1 108 0.13

Geometry 1904 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2481 .2426 .00552 1 107 0.79

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2426 .2290 .01361 1 108 1.94

Calculus 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0826 .0808 .00184 1 147 0.29

Irtercept Differences for Sey. 8 9 .0808 .0804 .0035 1 148 0.06

General Scietice 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White, Black & hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2474 .2436 .00386 2 1,956 5.01

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2436 .2356 .00800 2 1,958 10.35

Ccsistent Over or Under prediction of Subgroup 2 4 .2436 .2431 .00047 3 1,958 0.41

General Science 1985 - 1986 Freshm.en (Ethnicity not tested)

Slopo Differences for Sex 7 8 .1251 .1203 .00477 1 274 1.49

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1204 .1128 .00751 1 275 2.35

General Science 1985 - 19P.6 Freshmen (Ethnicity r White & Black) (ScA rot testeu)

Slope Differences fcr Ethnicity 10 11 .1350 .1128 .02220 1 24C 6.6

Intercept Differences fur Ethnicity 11 1? .1128 .1124 .00038 1 241 6.10

411



Table D-1. (Continued)

Comparison R
2

F-Test Comarison FuI.L Restricted Full Restricted R
2
Change dfl df2

General Science 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*c'hnicity) 1 2 .2268 .2253 .00152 1 341 0.67

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2253 .2150 .01029 1 342 4.54

Slope Ditferences for Sex 7 8 .2005 .2001 .00030 1 345 0.13

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2002 .1606 .03957 1 346 17.12

Slope Differences for Ethnicity '0 11 .1817 .1796 .00316 1 345 1.33

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1786 .1606 .01799 1 346 7.58

General Science 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1329 .1324 .00051 1 183 0.11

Intercept Differences for Sex A 0 .1324 .1017 .03068 1 184 6.51

General Scie.ce i985 - 1986 Sophoeore (Ethnicity = white & Black) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differennes for Ethnicity 10 11 .1711 .1618 .00925 1 158 1.76

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1618 .1314 .03037 1 159 5.76

General Scien:e 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

SLOpe Differences for Sex 7 8 .X310 .0802 .00074 1 174 0.14

.ntercept Diffeences for Sex 8 9 .082 .0627 .01750 1 1 i 3.33

General Scicnce 1984 - 1985 JUnicir (Ethnicity W White & Black) (Sex not testea)

OIfference for Ethnic~ty 10 11 .13Q .1AR9 .OnARA 1 149 0.15

Intercept Differxnces for Ethnicity 11 12 .1390 .0838 .05520 1 150 9.62 *

General Science 1985 - 1986 ,Lnicr (Ethnicity rot tested)

Slope D~ffcrences for Sex 7 8 .2359 .2355 .00046 1 258 C.15

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2355 .2176 .01790 1 259 6.06

General Science 1985 - 198b Junior (Ethnicity = White & No-white) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2208 .2176 .00317 1 258 1.05

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2176 .2176 .00005 I 259 0.02

General Science 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not te-1H

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0 88 .0887 .00010 1 182 0.02

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0887 .0704 .01825 1 183 3.6.6

Biology I - II 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity not tested)

Sicpe Differences for Sex 7 8 -2227 .2227 .00001 1 299 0.00

I-iercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2227 .2G3 .01445 1 300 5.58

Biology I 11 1984 - 1985 iresheen (Ethiicity = wnite & Nonhite) (SeA not tcsted)

Slcpe Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .21-)7 .20AI .00238 1 299 0.90

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2083 .2082 .00005 1 300 0.02
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Table D-1. (Continued)

Coe-Par i son 02

F-Test Coriprison Full Rcstricted Full Restricted R
2
Change dfr df2  F

Biology I - I 1985 - 1986 Freshr .er (Ethnicity = White & Black)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAS*sex*ethnlcity) 1 2 .1884 M1884 .00000 1 1,119 0.00

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1884 .1884 .00002 1 1,120 O.U3
Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1866 .1857 .00f05 1 1,123 1.31

Intercept Oifferencc for Sex 8 9 .1857 .1552 .3305e 1 1,124 42.12

Slope Diffe-ences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1570 .1S68 .C0013 4 1,123 0.18

Intercept Diffcrerces ior Fthnicity 11 i2 .1568 .1552 .00165 1 1,124 2.20

Biology I - I1 194 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic)

3-way InteractJon Test (ASVAB'sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2410 .2404 .00060 2 1,371 0.54

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2404 .2337 .00671 2 1,373 6.06

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2063 .2038 .00254 1 1,379 4.41

Irtem-cept Difference! for Sex 8 9 .2038 .1852 .01861 1 1,380 32.25 *
Slope Ditferenccs for Ethrici-y 101 11 .2095 .2053 .0C411 2 1,377 3.5C

!r"tErcept Differences for Ethni:ity 11 12 .2053 .1852 .02018 2 1,379 17.51

Biology I - II 1985 - 1906 tcpho-crv (Ethricity rot tested)

Sicpe Differences for Sex 7 8 .2250 .2181 .00693 1 335 2.91,

inti ..,prtuferenc:c fc. Scx 8 9 .21EI .1152 .05287 1 33t, 22.72

Riology I - I 1985 - 1986 Scphomore (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic) (Sex not tosted)
S.Clpc Diffcccec f3: Ethn;c-t. 10 11 .1708 .1673 .003c 2 333 0.70

Itercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1673 .1652 .00204 2 335 0.41

Biology I - !1 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVA8*sex'ethrvcity) 1 2 .2349 .2339 .00096 1 397 0.S0

Sex & Ethnicity Intiraction Test 2 3 .2339 .2339 .00000 1 398 C.0

Slope Diffe-ences for Sex 7 8 .2234 .2147 .00872 1 401 1.50

Intercept Differences for Sex -S 9 .2147 .1825 .03222 1 402 16.49

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1964 .1922 .00423 1 401 2.11

Irtercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1922 .1825 .00972 1 402 4.84

Siology I II 1985 - 1986 Junior (Echnicit1, not tested)

Slope Differences fcr Sce 7 8 .3155 .3010 .01441 1 147 3.09

Intercept Differences fcr Sex 8 9 .3010 .2592 .04188 1 148 8.87 *

Biology I - II 1984 1985 Senior (Ethnicity nct tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .3459 .3433 .00257 1 195 0.77

.ntercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .343! .3113 .03199 1 196 9.55

Biology I - 1 1984. - 1955 Senior (Ethnicity = White & 6tack) (Sex nE Tested,

:A,, v ffeences f(, Ehricity 11 -3697 .3689 .000-94 1 176 0.23

intercept Differences fcr Ethnicit 11 12 .3689 .3289 .04CI 1 177 11.22
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TabLe 0-1. (Continued)

Corarison R
2

F-Test Comparison Full Restricted Full Restricted R
2
Change dfj d'2 F

Chemistry I - II 1985 - 1986 Freshmen .Lthnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 E .2096 .2022 .00741 1 128 1.20

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2022 .1781 .02414 1 129 3.90

Chemistry I - II 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethniziry not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0924 .0837 .00874 1 168 1.62

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0837 .0559 ."?776 1 169 5.12

Chemistry I " 11 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Difeerces for Sex 7 8 .1342 .1295 .00473 1 430 2.35

Intercept Differrices for Sex 8 9 .1295 .0815 .04797 1 431 23.75

Chemistry I - II 1984 - 1985 Junioi (Ethnicity noL tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1911 .1894 .00171 1 426 0.90

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .i894 .1419 .04741 1 427 24,97 *

Chemistry I - 11 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity = W, ite & Nonwhite) (Sex no, tested)

Slope Differenccs cr Ethnicity 10 11 .1653 .1607 .00459 1 426 2.34

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1607 .1419 .01873 1 427 9.53 *

Chemistry 1 - 1I 1985 - 1936 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1535 .1469 .00651 1 137 1.05

Intercept Ditferences for Sex 8 9 .1470 .0874 .05959 1 138 9.64

Chemistry I - II 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0999 .0998 .00011 1 137 0.02

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0998 .0874 .01246 1 138 1.91

Chemistry I - II 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differencus for Sex 7 8 .2180 .2148 .00312 1 156 0.62

Intercept Cirferences for Sex 8 9 .2148 .2143 .00053 1 157 0.11

Chemistry I 11 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slop-- Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2584 .2207 .03770 1 156 793 *

Physics I - II 1985 - 1984 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1322 .1216 .01058 1 232 2.83

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1216 .0838 .03783 1 233 1C.03

Physics I If 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

SlcA.: Differerces for Sex 7 5 .1997 .1996 .00007 1 166 0.01

Ire.e-cspt Diffeferces for Sex 8 9 .1996 .1576 .04199 1 167 8.76
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Table D-1. (Continued)

Corriparison R
2

F-Test Comparison Full Restricted Full Restricted R
2
Change dtl df2 F

Government & Civics 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity not tested)

Sleop. Differences for Sex 7 8 .2830 .2814 .00167 1 344 0.80

lntercpt Differences for Sex 8 9 .2814 .2726 .00877 1 345 4.21

Goverrnerit & Civics 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Eth~icity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1468 .1372 .00962 1 155 1.75

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1372 .1072 .03000 1 156 5.42

Governrient & Civics 1985 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1478 .1414 .00636 1 417 3.11

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1414 .1116 .02979 1 418 14.50

Government & Civics 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity z White & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)
Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1390 .1384 .00057 1 388 0.26

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1384 .1194 .01901 1 389 8.58 *

Government & Civics 1984 1985 Junior (Ethoicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2400 .2373 .00275 1 456 1.65

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2373 .2168 .0?044 1 457 12.25 **

Goverrnent & Civics 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Diiferences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2219 .2211 .00084 1 456 0.49

intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2211 .2168 .00422 1 457 2.48

Goverrment & Civics 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity = white & Stack)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVABsex'ethnicity) 1 2 .2713 .2699 .00140 1 707 1.36

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2699 .2695 .00040 1 708 0.39

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2630 .2580 .00507 1 711 4.90

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2580 .2282 .02975 1 ?12 28.55 **

SLope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2348 .2347 .00010 1 711 0.10

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2347 .2282 .00647 1 712 6.02

Goverriient & Civics 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity = White & Black)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*etvnicity) 1 2 .2629 .2623 .00062 1 602 0.51

Sex & [thnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2623 .2622 .00007 1 603 0.06

Slope Differences for z;x 7 8 .2505 .2501 .00041 1 606 0.33

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2501 .2395 .01056 1 607 8.5. *

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2526 .2513 .00138 1 606 1.12

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2512 .2395 .01172 1 607 9.50

History 1984 - 1985 Freshepn (Ethnicity White, Black & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2812 .?806 .00057 2 1,319 0.52

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction lest 2 3 .2806 .2783 .00235 2 1,321 2.16
Slope iffernrcs for Sex 7 8 .2741 .2740 .00010 1 1,327 0.18

intercept Diffcrences for Sex 8 9 .2740 .2404 .03359 1 1,328 61.45 **

Stope Differences for Eth.nicity 10 11 .2480 .2430 .00493 2 1,325 4.34

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2430 .2404 .00261 2 1,327 2.29
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Table D-1. (Continued)

Comparison R
2

F-lest CoIparison Full Restricted Full Restricted R
2
Change dfi df2 F

History 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity White & Black)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB'sex'ethnicity) 1 z .2684 .2684 .00000 1 1,343 0.00

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2684 .2681 .00029 1 1,344 0.52

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2670 .2670 .00006 1 !,347 0.10

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2670 .2571 .00990 1 1,348 18.21

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2582 .2571 .00106 1 1,347 1.92

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2571 .2571 .00005 1 1,348 0.08

History 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity White & Black)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2641 .2636 .00050 1 1,430 0.98

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2636 .2618 .00180 1 1,431 3.50

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2606 .2606 .00000 1 1,434 0.01

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2606 .2408 .01977 1 1,435 38.37

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 1i .2422 .2421 .03336 1 1,434 0.12

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2421 .2408 .00130 1 1,435 2.47

History 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity White & Black)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAE*sex'ethnicity) 1 2 .2144 .2138 .00063 2 1,465 0,58

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction lest 2 3 .2138 .2081 .00569 2 1,467 5.31

Slope Differcnces for Sex 7 8 .1944 .1931 .00127 1 1,473 2.32

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1931 .1535 .03963 1 1,474 72.39

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1707 .1616 .00908 2 1,471 8.05

History 1984 - 1985 Junioi (Ethnicity White & Black)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sc*ethnicity) 1 2 .2946 .2944 .00024 1 1,102 0.37

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2944 .2936 .00079 1 1,103 1.24

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2918 .2914 .00046 1 1,106 0.72

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2914 .2583 .03308 1 1,107 51.67 *

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2601 .2601 .00007 1 1,106 0.10

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2601 .2583 .00179 1 1,107 2.68

History 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2295 .2198 .00976 1 428 5.42

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2198 .1801 .03965 1 429 21.80 **

History 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Black) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1786 .1780 .00062 1 409 0.31

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity M, 12 .1780 .1747 .00328 1 410 1.64

History 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .3191 .3152 .00389 1 423 2.42

Interrcpt Differences for Sex 8 9 .3152 .3074 .00786 1 424 4.87

History 1984 - l;85 Senior (Ethnicity = White & Black) (Sex not tested)

Scpc Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .3573 .3549 .00247 1 402 1.54

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .3549 .3288 .02604 1 403 16.27 *
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Table 0-1. (Continued)

Comparison R2

F-Test Comparison Full Restricted Full Restricted R
2
Change dfl df2 F

Foreign Language 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2528 .2528 .00001 1 1,012 0.01

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2528 .1957 .05705 1 1,013 77.34

Foreign Language 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White, 3lack & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2197 .2163 .00341 2 1,010 2.21

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2163 .1957 .02060 2 1,012 13.30 *4

Foreign Language 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1931 .1907 .00249 1 797 2.46

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1907 .1413 .04936 1 798 48.67 *'

Foreign Language 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1576 .1501 .00747 2 795 3.53

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1501 .1413 .00834 2 797 4.15

Foreign Language 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope DiTferences for Sex 7 8 .2087 .2083 .00046 1 892 0.52

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2083 .1229 .08539 i 893 96.31

Foreign Language 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1398 .1349 .00490 2 890 2.53

IntercePt Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1349 .1229 .01201 2 892 6.19 *

Foreign Language 1985 - 1986 Sophorre (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .1612 .1598 .00143 1 604 1.03

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1598 .15S^ .00022 1 605 0.16

Slope Differences for Sex 7 3 .1453 .1436 .00165 1 608 1.17

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1436 .0832 .06044 1 609 42.98

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0985 .0970 .00155 1 608 1.05

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0970 .0832 .01383 1 609 9.33 *

Foreign Lenguage 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2171 .2124 .00463 1 480 2.84

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2124 .1347 .07775 1 481 47.48

Foreign Languzge .9V4 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity . '4hitz, 6lack & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1566 .1546 .00197 2 478 0.56

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1546 .1347 .01993 2 480 5.66 *

Foreign Language 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1894 .1742 .01513 1 247 4.61

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1742 .1271 .04709 1 248 14.14
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Table D-1. (Continued)

Comparison R
2

F-Test Coflparison Full Restricted Full Restricted R2Change dfl df2 F

Foreign Language 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity White & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0986 .0820 .01656 1 205 3.77

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0820 .0801 .00188 1 206 0.42

Foreign Language 1984 - 198' Senior (Et nicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1634 .1620 .00138 1 224 0.37

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1620 .1450 .01705 1 225 4.58

Foreign Language 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity = White & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0907 .0873 .00340 1 185 0.69

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0873 .0829 .00441 1 186 0.90

Secretary & Office Education 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwnite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1019 .1014 .00050 1 215 0.12

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1014 .1008 .00063 1 216 0.15

Secretary & Office Education 19C4 - 1Y65 Senior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1190 .1141 .00490 1 220 1.22

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1141 .1082 .00589 1 221 1.47

Typing & Word Processing 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity not tested)

Slooe Differences for Sex 7 8 .2246 .2246 .00000 1 507 0.00

Intercept Differences for Sex a Y .2246 .2145 .01013 1 508 6.63

Typing & Word Processing 1984-1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White, Black & 1ispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2167 .2154 .00129 2 505 0.41

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2154 .2145 .00093 2 507 0.30

Typing & Word Processing 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1631 .1679 .00023 1 492 0.14

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1679 .1344 .03349 1 493 19.84

Typing & Word Processing 1985-1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1342 .1324 .00177 1 445 0.91

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1324 .1278 .00464 1 446 2.39

Typing & Word Processing 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity Pot tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1967 .1955 .00113 1 631 0.89

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1955 .1523 .04326 1 632 33.98

Typing & Word Processing 1934-1985 Soph(,re (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1540 .1539 .00009 2 629 0.03

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1539 .1523 .00166 2 631 0.62
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Table 0-1. (Continued)

Coqmparison R
2

F-Test Con$arison Full Restricted Full Restricted R
2
Change dfl df2 F

Typing & Word Processing 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1620 .1564 .00563 1 405 2.72

Intercept Differences 'or Sex 8 9 .1564 .1440 .01246 1 406 6.00

Typing & Word Processing 1985-1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White & Black) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1419 .1408 .00109 1 374 0.48

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1408 .1394 .00147 1 375 0.64

Typing & Word Processing 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2159 .2136 .00227 1 391 1.13

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2136 .1491 .06446 1 392 32.13 **

Typing & Word Processing 1984-1985 Junior (Ethnicity White & Black) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1595 .1591 .00048 1 359 0.20

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1591 .1531 .00592 1 360 2.53

Typing & Word Processing 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1529 .1508 .00214 1 221 0.56

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1508 .1068 .04400 1 222 11.50

Typing & Word Processing 1985-1986 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1262 .1192 .00696 1 221 1.76

,C... li4lerenrpc fnr Fthnicitv 11 12 .1192 .1068 .01241 1 222 3.13

Typing & Word Processing 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2188 .2174 .00142 1 216 0.39

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2174 .1894 .02806 1 217 7.78

Accounting/Bookkeeping 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences fo Sex 7 8 .2104 .2086 .00182 1 311 0.72

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2086 .1534 .05515 1 312 21.74

Accounting/Bookkeeping 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2857 .2808 .00487 1 239 1.63

Inte'cept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2808 .1888 .09204 1 240 30.71 ,

Accounting/Bookkeeping 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1066 .0986 .0079? 1 185 1.64

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 0 .0986 .0650 .03367 1 186 6.95 *

Accounting/Bookkeeping 1084 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity rot tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1941 .1937 .00038 1 247 0.12

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1937 .1587 .03497 1 248 10.76 *
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Table D-1. (Continued)

COq.ison R2

F-Test Comparison Full Restricted Full Restricted R2Change dfl df2 F

Home Economics 198& - 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2148 .2128 .00197 1 547 1.37

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2128 .1679 .04492 1 548 31.27 *

Home Economics 1984-1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity White & 9lack) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2310 .2287 .00229 1 519 1.54

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2288 .1565 .07228 1 520 48.73**

Hone Economics 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1782 .1778 .00046 1 312 0.11

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1778 .1173 .06050 1 313 23.03 **

Home Economics 1985-1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1219 .1216 .00029 1 312 0.10

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1216 .1173 .00430 1 313 1.53

Home Economics 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Diife-enccs for Sex 7 8 .1864 .1864 .00002 1 321 0.01

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1864 .1267 .05968 1 322 23.62 *.

H*iuv Ecor.C 1934-1905 Sopcir.3re ([thnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Scx not tcstcd)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1661 .1582 .00785 1 321 3.02

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1582 .1267 .03154 1 322 12.07**

Home Economics 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

SLope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1726 .1725 .00010 1 394 0.05

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1725 .1108 .06169 1 395 29.44 **

Home Economics 1985-1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Dif'erences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1117 .1116 .00008 1 394 0.04

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1116 .1108 .00083 1 395 0.37

Home Economics 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

SLooe Differences for Sex 7 8 .1547 .1547 .00001 1 279 0.00

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1547 .1236 .03108 1 280 10.29 *

Home Economics 1984-1985 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1268 .1268 .00001 1 279 0.00

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1268 .1236 .00324 1 280 1.04

Home Economics 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1912 .1898 .00138 1 358 0.61

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1898 .0790 .11085 1 359 49.12

Home Economics 1985-1986 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slcpe Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0843 .0814 .00292 1 358 1.14

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0814 .0790 .00241 1 359 0.94
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Table D-1. (Concluded)

Compa r i son R
2

F-Test Corparison Full Restricted Full Restricted R
2
Chcnge dfi df2 F

Home Economics 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1897 .1880 .00171 1 318 0.57

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .180 .1457 .04230 1 319 16.62 **

Home Economics 1984-1985 Senior (Ethnicity - W;,'c & Won,.hiLe) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1573 .1486 .00872 1 318 3.29

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1486 .1457 .00285 1 319 1.07

Co ter Progra'ing 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

SLope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2430 .2429 .00013 1 227 0.04

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2429 .1669 .07597 1 228 22.88 **

Computer Prograrning 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2182 .2170 .00115 1 240 0.35

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2170 .1957 .02134 1 241 6.57

Computer Programming 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .3068 .3055 .00134 1 157 0.30

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .3055 .1926 .11286 1 158 25.68

Cof-ruter Prog'a,,irn, 1,934 .9 5 Senior (Ethnicty not tc3zcd)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1788 .1767 .00209 1 152 0.39

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1767 .1748 .00193 1 153 0.36

* P - .01.
** P < .001.
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Table D-2. F-Tests of Significance for Verbal Composite

Compar i son R
2

F-Test Coaparison rult Restricted Full Restricted R
2
Change dfl dfr F

English I - IV 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic)

3-way Interiction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2267 .2263 .00043 2 2,422 0.67

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2263 .2203 .00596 2 2,424 9.33

Consistent Over or Under prediction of SLbgroup 2 4 .2263 .2209 .00540 3 2,424 5.64 **

Slope Differences for Sex 2 5 .2263 .2225 .00380 1 2,424 11.91

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 2 6 .2263 .2241 .00223 2 2,424 3.50

English I - IV 19P' - 1936 Freshmen (Ethni.ity = White, BlacK & Hispanic)

3-way interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .1832 .1829 .00025 2 1,989 0.31

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1829 .1798 .00314 2 1,991 3.83

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1720 .1717 .00029 1 1,997 0.70

Intercept Diffcrcnces for Sex 8 9 .1717 .1359 .03583 1 1,998 86.43 *

Sloe Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1426 .1371 .00546 2 1,995 6.36 *

In'ercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1371 .1359 .00123 -1,997 1.43

English I - IV 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2545 .2545 f(00n3 2 2,2g% 0.05

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Tes, 2 3 .2545 .2521 .00241 2 2,298 3.71

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2519 .2421 .00972 1 2,304 29.93 **

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1911 .1909 .00023 2 2,302 0.33

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity "11 12 .1909 .1904 .00053 2 2,304 0.75

Englich I - IV 1985 - 1986 Soph oore (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVA*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2287 .2282 .00052 2 1,942 0.66

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2282 .2267 .00154 2 1,944 1.94

S'ope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2224 .2132 .00921 1 1,950 23.11 **

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1609 .1601 .00087 2 1,948 1.01

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1601 .1542 .00582 2 1,950 6.75 *

English I - IV 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity = White, Black & jispanic)

3-way Interart;on Test (ASVAB*sx*ethnicity) 1 2 .2319 .2316 .00030 2 1,721 0.34

Sex & Eth- city Interaction Test 2 3 .2316 .2309 .00074 2 1,723 0.03

Slope Dif' ences for Sex 7 8 .2283 .2195 .00885 1 1,729 19.84

Slope Diff.rences for Etnnicity 10 11 .1484 .1470 .00137 2 1,727 1.39

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1470 .1444 .00259 2 1,729 2.62

English I - IV 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2077 .2076 .00012 1 1,258 0.19

Sex 6 Lthnicity interaction lest 2 3 .2076 .2072 .0003L 1 1,259 0.60

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2069 .1085 .00840 1 1,262 13.37

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .117f, .1177 .00005 1 1,262 0.07

!ntercept Differences 'or Ethnicity 11 12 .1177 .1175 .00021 1 1,263 0.30

English I - IV 19 -4 1985 Senior (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .1737 .1721 .0'J163 2 1,275 1.25

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1721 .1714 .000!6 2 1,277 0.51

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1634 .1594 .00399 1 1,283 6.12

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1594 .1307 .02873 1 1,284 43.89

Slcpe Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1355 .1310 .00446 2 1,281 3.31

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1311 .1307 .00035 2 1,283 0.26
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Table D-2. (Continued)

Compoarison R
2

F Test Comparison Full Restricted FulL Restricted k
2
Change dfl df2 F

General Math 1984 
o 

1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White, black & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ehnicity) 1 2 .0543 .0538 .00058 2 1,167 0.36

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .0538 .0494 .0043. 2 1,169 2.68

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0474 .0474 .00009 1 1,175 0.11

Intercept Differences for Sex a 9 .C74 .0387 .00870 1 1,176 10.74 *

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0411 .0408 .00031 2 1,173 0.19

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0408 .0387 .00217 2 1,175 1.33

General Math 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity z White, BLock & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex'ethnicity) 1 2 .0529 .0525 .00046 2 736 0.18

Sex I, Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .0525 .0465 .00602 2 738 2.34

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0363 .0362 .00005 1 744 0.04

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0362 .0338 .00248 1 745 1.91

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0443 .0419 .00241 2 742 0.94

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0419 .0338 .00807 2 744 3.13

General Math 1985 - 1q86 Sophomore (fthnicity = White & Black)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sexethnicity) 1 2 .1001 .0955 .00461 1 305 1.56

Sex 9 Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .0955 .C935 .00199 1 306 0.67

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0792 .0788 .00043 1 309 0.14

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0788 .0411 .03767 1 310 12.68 **

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0549 .0538 .00117 1 309 0.38

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0537 .0411 .01261 1 310 4.13

General Math 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity White & Black)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVA8*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .0484 .0472 .00123 1 266 0.34

Sex & Ethnicity Inter3ction Test 2 3 .0472 .0471 .00007 1 267 0.02

Slore Diffe-ence% for Sex 7 a .0392 .0376 .00161 1 270 0.45

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0376 .0147 .02295 1 211 6.46

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0213 .0196 .00165 1 270 0.45

Intercept Differen.-ces for Ethnicity 11 12 .0196 .0147 .00497 1 271 1.37

GeneraL Math 1'S5 - 1'86 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1142 .1108 .00340 1 222 0.85

Intercept Differences fur Sex 8 9 .1108 .0831 .02770 1 223 6.95 *

General Math 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity z White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences #or Ethnicity 10 11 .1086 .1050 .00356 1 195 0.78

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1050 .1036 .00141 1 196 0.31

General Math 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity riot tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0469 .0456 .00133 1 230 0.32

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0456 .0452 .00033 1 231 0.08

Gercei M.,th 1984 - 1935 Si.rbi (Ethricity - white & Btack) (Sex rit teste()

SLope Differences for LEu.,,city lu 11 .085i .C6;1 . ,:.u. i ' r

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0851 .0600 .02505 1 204 5.59
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Table D-2. (Continued)

Comparison R
2

F-Test Comparison Full Restricted Full Restricted R
2
Change dfi df2 F

Algebra 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .1462 .1406 .00559 1 1,180 7.'? *

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1406 .1405 .00007 1 1,181 0.09

Slcpe Differences for Sex 7 8 .1388 .1357 .00310 1 1,184 4.27

intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1357 .0987 .03702 1 1,185 50.76 *"

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1042 .1014 .00281 1 1,184 3.71

intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1014 .0987 .00266 1 1,185 3.51

Algebra 1985 - 19a6 Freshmen (Ethnicity White & Nonwhite)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB9sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .1421 .1421 .00000 1 708 0.00

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1421 .1402 .00198 1 709 1.64

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1366 .1359 .00068 1 712 0.56

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1359 .0995 .03645 1 713 30.08

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1031 .1029 .00016 1 712 0.13

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1029 .0995 .00343 1 713 2.73

Algebra 1984 - 1985 Soplo ore (Ethr.icity White f jonwhite)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex'ethnicity) 1 2 .0909 .0909 .00004 1 871 0.C4

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .0909 .0859 .00494 1 872 4.74

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0832 .0818 .00140 1 875 1.34

otc,.t(ept Differenc for S, 8 9 .018 .0584 .02346 3 76 22.33 *

Slope Differences for Etinicity 10 11 .0602 .0584 .U0178 1 875 1.66

intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0584 .0584 .00007 1 876 0.06

Algebra 1985 - 1986 Sophx.-ore (Ethnicity White & Nonwhite)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB'sex*eth-iicity) 1 2 .0880 .0875 .00052 1 617 0.35

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .0875 .0B34 .00412 1 618 2.79

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0745 .0725 .00205 1 621 1.37

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0725 .0586 .01389 1 622 9.32 *

Slope Di.ferences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0653 .06,45 .00079 1 621 0.53

Intercept Differerces for Ethnicity 11 12 .0645 .0586 .00595 1 622 3.95

Algebra 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethoicity White & Black)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAS'sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .1234 .1217 .0172 1 489 0.96

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1217 .1195 .00220 1 490 1.23

Slope iffere( ces for Sex 7 8 .1068 .1065 .00028 1 493 0.15

Ir.teercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1065 .0788 .02774 1 494 15.34

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0919 .0801 .01182 1 493 6.42

Intercept Dif'erences for Ethicity 11 12 .0801 .0783 .n0132 1 494 0.71

Algebra 1985 - 1986 Ju'.ior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1011 .0993 .00180 1 23 0.55

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0993 .0933 .00602 1 274 1.83

Algebra 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity l0 11 .1010 .0974 .00365 1 273 1.11

lItercept Diffcrerices fur Ethnicity 11 12 .0974 .0932 .00410 1 274 1.24
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Table 0-2. (Continued)

Compiarison

F-Test Comparison Full Restricted Full Restricted R
2
Change dfI df2 F

Algebra 1984 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0725 .0701 .00238 1 265 0.68

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .C701 .0366 .03355 1 266 9.60 *

Algebra 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0548 .0372 .01758 1 265 4.93

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0373 .0366 .00069 1 266 0.19

Geometry 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1619 .1617 .00016 1 511 0.10

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1617 .1592 .00258 1 512 1.58

Geometry 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1643 .1623 .00198 2 509 0.60

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1624 .1591 .00322 2 511 0.98

Geometry 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1570 .1560 .00096 1 561 0.64

!ntercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1560 .1504 .00562 1 562 3.74

Geometry 1924 - 1985 Sophcmrorc (Ethnicity = Whitc, Black Hispanic) (Sex nct tcstcd)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1564 .1534 .00298 2 559 0.99

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1534 .1504 .00297 2 561 0.98

Geometry 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .20U9 .2005 .00034 1 410 0.17

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2005 .1805 .02000 1 41i 10.28

Geometry 1985 - 1986 Sophomc, e (Ethnicity white & Black) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2095 .1903 .01925 1 371 9.03 *

Geometry 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1418 .1413 .00048 1 30' 0.17

Intercppt Differences for SPK 8 9 .1413 .1259 .01541 1 306 5.49

Geometry 1984 -98; Junior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1296 .1290 .00054 1 305 0.19

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1290 .1259 .00312 1 306 1.09

Geometry 1985 - 1986 Junicr (Ethnicity nut tested)

Slope Differences fnr Sex 7 8 .0973 .0964 .00088 1 123 0.12

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0965 .0928 .G0362 1 124 0.50

Geometry 1985 - 19!6 Jur,!or (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite (Sex not tested)

Slooe Differences for Ezhnicity 10 11 .2213 .1980 .02332 1 123 3.68

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1980 .0928 .10512 1 12'4 16.25
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Table D-2. (Ccntinued)

Coirparis(,n P
2

F-Test Comparison Full Restricted Full Restricted R
2
Charige dfl df2  F

Geometry 1984 - 1985 Senio" (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1383 .1373 .00097 1 107 0.12

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1373 .1326 .0045 1 108 0.60

Geometry 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1725 .1714 .00106 1 107 0.14

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1714 .1326 .03887 1 108 5.07

Calculus 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0549 .0521 .002e2 1 147 0.44

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0521 .0500 .00213 1 148 0.33

General Science 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex'ethnicity) 1 2 2404 .2372 NIP4 9 I'll" 4.17

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2372 .2285 .00870 2 1,958 11.16 *"

Consistent Ovar or Under prediction of Subgroup 2 4 .2372 .2358 .00141 3 1,958 1.21

General Science 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnrcity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1191 .1181 .00097 1 274 0.30

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1181 .1097 .00842 1 275 2.63

General Science 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White & Black) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1267 .1148 .01186 1 240 3.26

!ntercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1148 .1148 .00000 i 241 0.00

General Science 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sextethnicity) 1 2 .2312 .2311 .00013 1 341 0.06

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2311 .2189 .01218 1 342 5.42

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1997 .1993 .00039 1 345 0.17

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .19Q3 .1611 .03825 1 346 16.53 **

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1870 .1811 .00590 1 345 2.50

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1812 .1611 .02004 1 346 8.47 *

General Science 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1785 .1747 .00360 1 183 0.85

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1747 .1469 .02776 1 184 6.19

General Science 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethricity = White & Black) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 '1 .1914 .1822 .00922 1 158 1.80

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity I 12 .1822 .1596 .UZ5 1 159 4.39

General Science 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Dfferencus for Sex 7 8 .0680 .0673 .00072 1 174 0.13

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0673 .0479 .01933 1 175 3.63

General Science 1984 - 19E5 JL'nlor (Ethnicity = white & Biack) (Sex nut tested)

Slope Uifferences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1335 .1284 .00510 1 149 0.38

Intercept Differen:es fur Eths.city 11 12 .128, .752 .0531o 1 150 9.15 *



Table D-2. (Continued)

Comoarison R
2

F-Test CtrVrarison Full Restricted Full Restricted R2Change dfl df2  F

General Science 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2397 .2393 .00047 1 258 0.16

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2393 .2257 .01362 1 259 4.64

General Science 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2339 .2258 .00812 1 258 2.73

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2258 .2257 .00010 1 259 0.03

General Science 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1104 .1102 .00014 1 182 0.03

Intercopt Differences for Sex 8 9 .1102 .0880 .02223 1 183 4.57

Biology 1- 1 198 - 1985 Freshnen (Ethnicity not tested)

Sloee Differences for Sex 7 8 .1805 .1805 .00005 1 299 0.02

Intercept uiffer:.nces for Se. 8 9 .1805 .1645 .01601 1 300 5.86

i-,iogy 1 - II 1984 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White & Ncnwn te) (Sex not tested)

Slope Diffeer-ces fr, Ethritity 10 11 .1652 .1649 .03030 1 2't9 0.11

Intercept Difterences for Ethnicitly 11 12 .1649 .1645 .00048 1 300 0.17

!~lo !! 19 85 - 19.6rcch.-cr (Ethr'.cit' z '"tc Z E1lck)

3-way Interaction lest (ASVAB'sexletnnicity) 1 2 .1661 .1661 .00000 1 1,119 O.UO

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1661 .1e59 .00021 1 1,120 0.28

Slcpe Differences for Sex 7 0 .1640 .1640 .00001 1 1,123 0.02

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1640 .1350 .02892 1 1,124 38.88

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1370 .1369 .00001 1 1,123 0.01

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1369 .1350 .00189 1 1,124 2.46

Biology I - 1I 1984 - 1925 Sophonore (Ethn!city = White, Black & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2267 .2263 .G0031 2 1,371 0.27

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction lest 2 3 .2264 .2bO .01040 2 1,373 9.23 *

Consistent Over or Under predicticn of Subgroup 2 4 .2264 .2088 .01753 3 1,37-3 10.37 *

Slope Differences for Sex 2 5 .2264 .2102 .01616 1 1,373 28.69 **

S!ope Differences for Ethnicity 2 6 .2264 .2247 .00166 2 1,373 1.47

Biology I - II 1985 - 19R6 Sopt:Dore (Ethnicity rot rested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2070 .1924 .01464 1 335 6.18

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1924 .1348 .G5755 1 336 23.94

Biology I - II 1985 - 186 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic) 'Sex not tested)
Slspe U~ffcrencos for Ethnicity 10 ii .1402 .1375 .00271 2 333 0.52

Intercept Differences for Ethnirity 11 12 .1375 .1345 .00261 2 335 0.51
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Table D-2. (Continued)

Comparison R2

F-Test Comparison Full Restricted Full Restricted R2 Change dfl df2 F

Biology I - II 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite)

3-way interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2260 .2260 .00001 1 397 0.00

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2260 .2249 .00104 1 398 0.53

Slope Differences for Sex 7 a .2102 .2068 .00343 1 401 1.74

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2068 .1768 .03000 1 402 15.21

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1957 .1915 .00425 1 401 2.12

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1915 .1768 .01469 1 402 7.30

Biology I - 11 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

SLope Differences for Sex 7 8 .3612 .3377 .02346 1 147 5.40

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .3377 .3044 .03334 1 148 7.45

Biology I - I 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .3372 .3354 .00184 1 195 0.54

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .3354 .2998 .03552 1 196 10.47

Biology I - II 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity a White & Black) (Sex not tested)

SLope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .3624 .3606 .00186 1 176 0.51

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .3606 .3293 .03129 1 177 8.66

Chemistry I - II 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1195 .1189 .00061 1 128 0.09

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1189 .0940 .02490 1 129 3.65

Chemistry 1 11 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0789 .0614 .01752 1 168 3.20

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0614 .0373 .02410 1 169 4.34

Chemistry 1 - I 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1055 .0967 .00878 1 430 4.22

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0967 .0537 .04306 1 431 20.55

Chemistry I - II 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1423 .1412 .00104 1 426 0.52

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1412 .1015 .03975 1 427 19.76

Chemistry I - II 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1299 .1225 .00739 1 426

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1225 .1015 .02099 1 427 10.21

Chemistry I - I1 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Szloe Differences for Sex 7 8 .1172 .1112 .00597 1 137 0.93

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1112 .0592 .05203 1 138 8.08

Chemistry I - If 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0790 .0680 .01097 1 137 1.63

Intercept Differe.;ces for Ethnicity 11 12 .0680 .0592 .00883 1 138 1.31
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Table D-2. (Continued)

Comparison R2

F-Test Comparison Full Restricted Full Restricted R2 Change dfl df2 F

Chemistry I - II 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1338 .1337 .00002 1 156 0.00

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1337 .1333 .00040 1 157 0.07

Chemistry I I 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1556 .1357 .01993 1 156 3.68

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1357 .1333 .00235 1 157 0.43

Physics I - II 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0768 .0729 .00392 1 232 0.99

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0729 .0412 .03174 1 233 7.98 *

Physics I - 11 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1540 .1538 .00023 1 166 0.04

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1538 .1154 .03842 1 167 7.58 *

Government & Civics 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2359 .2339 .00209 1 344 0.94

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2339 .2219 .01190 1 345 5.36

Government & Civics 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1611 .1401 .02101 1 155 3.88

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1400 .1107 .02931 1 156 5.32

Government & Civics 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1538 .1408 .01304 1 417 6.43

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1408 .1101 .03068 1 418 14.92 **

Governent & Civics 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1379 .1364 .00150 1 388 0.67

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1364 .1179 .01847 1 389 8.32 *

Government & Civics 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2310 .2289 .00216 1 456 1.28

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2289 .2117 .01715 1 457 10.16 *

Government & Civics 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2140 .2135 .00046 1 456 0.26

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2135 .2118 .00177 1 457 1.03

Government & Civics 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Black)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2152 .2151 .00010 1 707 0.09

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2151 .2151 .00000 1 708 0.00

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2087 .2015 .00713 1 711 6.41

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2015 .1766 .02496 1 712 22.25 **

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1827 .1826 .00013 1 711 0.11

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1826 .1766 .00603 1 712 5.25
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Comparison R2

F-Test Comparison Full Restricted FuLl Restricted R2Change dfi df2 F

Government & Civics 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity a White & Black)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2339 .2336 .00028 1 602 0.22

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2336 .2334 .00020 1 603 0.16

SLope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2188 .2181 .00075 1 606 0.58

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2181 .2081 .00994 1 607 7.72 *

SLope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2242 .2202 .00407 1 606 3.18

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2202 .2081 .01205 1 607 9.38 *

History 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity White, Black & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2711 .2696 .00146 2 1,319 1.32

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2696 .2673 .00231 2 1,321 2.09

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2601 .2596 .00057 1 1,327 1.01

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2596 .2285 .03106 1 1,328 55.71 ;

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2411 .2348 .00628 2 1,325 5.48 *

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2348 .2285 .00625 2 1,327 5.42 *

History 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity White & Black)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2451 .2450 .00013 1 1,343 0.22

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2450 .2445 .00041 1 1,344 0.74

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2420 .2420 .00001 1 1,347 0.02

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 7 .2420 .2330 .00901 1 1,348 16.02 '

Slope Differences for Ethnicfty 10 11 .2353 .2332 .00209 1 1,347 3.69

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2332 .2330 .00020 1 1,348 0.34

History 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity z White & BLack)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2614 .2609 .00055 1 1,430 1.07

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2609 .2585 .00238 1 1,431 4.61
SLope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2582 .2580 .00018 1 1,434 0.36

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2580 .2375 .02045 1 1,435 39.55

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2380 .2380 .00004 1 1,434 0.07

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2380 .2375 .00045 1 1,435 0.86

History 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White, Stack & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2120 .2113 .00072 2 1,465 0.67

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2113 .2061 .00522 2 1,467 4.86

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1959 .1939 .00200 1 1,473 3.66

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1939 .1574 .03653 1 1,474 66.80

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1709 .1626 .00838 2 1,471 7.43

History 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity White & Black)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2814 .2812 .00018 1 1,102 0.27

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2812 .2799 .00133 1 1,103 2.04

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2784 .2780 .00040 1 1,106 0.62

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2780 .2490 .02903 1 1,107 44.50
Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2504 .2497 .00076 1 1,106 1.12

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2497 .2490 .00072 1 1,107 1.06
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Table 0-2. (Continued)

Comparison R2

F-Test Comparison Full Restricted Full Restricted R2Change dfi df2 F

History 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)
Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2165 .2113 .00520 1 428 2.84
Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2113 .1779 .03342 1 429 18.18

History 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity - White & Black) (Sex not tested)
SLope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1758 .1757 .00019 1 409 0.10
Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1757 .1750 .00069 1 410 0.34

History 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)
Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2778 .2758 .00206 1 423 1.21
Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2758 .2689 .00683 1 424 4.00

History 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity a White & Black) (Sex not tested)
Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .3128 .3111 .00163 1 402 0.96
Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .3111 .2852 .02598 1 403 15.20 *

Foreign Language 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2061 .2054 .00070 1 1,012 0.89
Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2054 .1512 .05419 1 1,013 69.09 *

Foreign Language 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity a White, Black & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)
Slope Differences for-Ethnicity 10 11 .1762 .1718 .00444 2 1,010 2.72

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1718 .1512 .02054 2 1,012 12.55 *

Foreign Language 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity not tested)
Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1594 .1517 .00771 1 797 7.31 *

Foreign Language 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1247 .1140 .01067 2 795 4.85 *

Foreign Language 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1691 .1660 .00308 1 892 3.30
Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1660 .0856 .08040 1 893 86.09 *

Foreign Language 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0988 .0953 .00350 2 890 1.73
Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0953 .0856 .00972 2 892 4.79 *

Foreign Language 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite)
3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .1324 .1319 .00054 1 604 0.37

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1319 .1312 .00064 1 605 0.44
Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1205 .1163 .00416 1 608 2.87
Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1163 .0634 .05290 1 609 36.46 *

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0744 .0735 .00091 1 608 0.60
Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0735 .0634 .01006 1 609 6.61

Foreign Language 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1599 .1587 .00123 1 480 0.71
Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1587 .0895 .06919 1 481 39.56 **
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Table 0-2. (Continued)

Comparison R2

F-Test Comparison Full Restricted Full Restricted R2Change dfi df2 F

Foreign Language 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity ='White, Black & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1139 .1119 .00202 2 478 0.54

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1119 .0895 .02242 2 480 6.06 *

Foreign Language 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1573 .1515 .00578 1 247 1.70

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1515 .1136 .03787 1 248 11.07 *

Foreign Language 1985 1986 Junior (Ethnicity xWhite & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0971 .0747 .02242 1 205 5.09

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0746 .0728 .00184 1 206 0.41

Foreign Language 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1201 .1175 .00262 1 224 0.67

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1175 .1037 .01384 1 225 3.53

Foreign Language 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity = White & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0598 .0536 .00626 1 185 1.23

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0536 .0510 .00260 1 186 0.51

Secretary & Office Education 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0861 .0861 .00003 1 215 0.01

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0861 .0857 .00041 1 216 0.10

Secretary & Office Education 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity = White L Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0952 .0908 .00438 1 220 1.07

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0908 .0832 .00766 1 221 1.86

Typing & Word Processing 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2200 .2200 .00005 1 507 0.03

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2200 .2094 .01055 1 508 6.87 *

Typing & Word Processing 1984-1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2155 .2112 .00413 2 505 1.39

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2112 .2094 .00176 2 507 0.56

Typing & Word Processing 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1369 .1350 .00183 1 492 1.04

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1350 .1096 .02548 1 493 14.52 **

Typing & Word Processing 1985-1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1038 .1038 .00001 1 445 0.00

.ntercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1038 .0970 .00676 1 446 3.36

Typing & Word Processing 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1595 .1591 .00041 1 631 0.31

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1591 .1215 .03759 1 632 28.25 **
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Table D-2. (Continued)

Comparison R2

F-Test Comparison FuLl Restricted Full Restricted R2Change dfl df2 F

Typing & Word Processing 1984-1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity a White, Black & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1247 .1228 .00187 2 629 0.67

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1228 .1215 .00130 2 631 0.47

Typing & Word Processing 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1279 .1185 .00941 1 405 4.37

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1185 .1105 .00795 1 406 3.66

Typing 1, Word Processing 1985-1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity a White & Black) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1090 .1089 .00014 1 374 0.06

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1089 .1063 .00260 1 375 1.09

Typing & Word Processing 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1832 .1830 .00024 1 391 0.12

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1830 .1191 .06392 1 392 30.67 *

Typing & Word Processing 1984-1985 Junior (Ethnicity a White & Black) (Sex not tested)
Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1372 .1367 .00045 1 359 0.19

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1367 .1304 .00638 1 360 2.66

Typing & Word Processing 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)
Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1130 .1114 .00154 1 221 0.38

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1114 .0721 .03936 1 222 9.83 *

Typing & Word Processing 1985-1986 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0965 .0875 .00898 1 221 2.20
Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0875 .0721 .01540 1 222 3.75

Typing & Word Processing 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1834 .1767 .00669 1 216 1.77

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1767 .1505 .02619 1 217 6.90 *

Accounting/Bookkeeping 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1834 .1802 .00330 1 311 1.26

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1802 .1342 .04591 1 312 17.47 **

.ccounting/Bookkeeping 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2596 .2,66 .00296 1 239 0.96

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2566 .171n .08476 1 240 27.37 *i

Accounting,3ookkeeping 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)
Slope Differences for Sei 7 8 .0972 .0947 .00254 1 18L '.52

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 ."'7 .0610 03368 1 186 6.92

Accotinting/Bookkeeping i;4 - !985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences i,,r Sex 7 8 .1419 .1387 .00323 1 247 0.93

Intercept Diff eences for Sex 8 9 .1387 .0958 .04288 1 248 12.35 **
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Table D-2. (Continued)

Comparison R2

F-Test Coarison Full Restricted Full Restricted R2 Change dfl df2 F

Home Economics 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2222 .2222 .00000 1 547 0.00

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2222 .1767 .04551 1 548 32.06

Home Economics 1984-1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White & Black) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2368 .2361 .00062 1 519 0.42

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2361 .1638 .07231 1 520 49.23*1

Home Economics 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1797 .1796 .00006 1 312 0.02

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1796 .1139 .06573 1 313 25.08

Home Economics 1985-1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1168 .1165 .00027 1 312 0.10

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1165 .1139 .00256 1 313 0.91

Home Economics 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1649 .1638 .00=09 1 321 0.42
Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1638 .1054 .05849 1 322 22.52

Home Economics 1984-1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity a White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1554 .1392 .01619 1 !21 6.15

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1392 .1054 .03382 1 322 12.654

Home Economics 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1758 .1757 .00011 1 394 0.05

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1757 .1113 .06436 1 395 30.84

Home Economics 1985-1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1166 .1119 .00472 1 394 2.11

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1119 .1113 .00056 1 395 0.25

Home Economics 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1407 .1388 .00194 1 279 0.63

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1388 .1107 .02811 1 280 9.14

Home Economics 1984-1985 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1132 .1130 .00022 1 279 0.07

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1130 .1107 .00237 1 280 0.75

Home Economics 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 a .IS86 .I5?8 .00071 1 358 0.30

Inter-ot Differences for Se" 8 V .157 .0544 .10345 1 359 44.10

Home Economics 1985-1986 JLior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0638 .0576 .00616 1 358 2.36

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0576 .0544 .00323 1 359 1.23
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Table 0-2. (Concluded)

Comparison R2

F-Test Coparison Full Restricted Full Restricted R2 Change dfl df2 F

Hone Economics 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differe.ncs for Sex 7 8 .1133 .1119 .00140 1 318 0.50

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1119 .0738 .03816 1 319 13.71

Hoe Economics 1984-1985 Senior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity IC 11 .0769 .0745 .00239 1 318 G.82

intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0745 .0738 .00077 1 319 0.26

Co puter Progra-rming 1985 - 1986 Sophonmore (Ethnicit not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1820 .1807 .00.28 1 227 0.35

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1807 .1041 .07656 1 228 21.31

Comrputer Programming 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1301 .1294 .00371 1 240 0.20

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1294 .,117 .01774 1 241 4.91

Conputer Programming 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested,

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2440 .2440 .00001 1 157 0.00

Intercept Differences .'or Sex 8 9 .2440 .1442 .09980 1 158 20.86

Coc~rpitcr Prcgr3r..rin 1924 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Siope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1248 .1211 .00370 1 152 0.64

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1212 .119;. .00191 1 153 0.33

* P • .01.
* P < .001.
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Table D-3. F-Tests of Significanc-e for Math Ccrosite

Compiar ison R2

F-Test Coffiparison FullI Restricted Full Restricted R2Change dfl df2 F

English I - IV 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White, Elack &Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*s;ex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2449 .2445 .00041 2 2,422 0.66

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2445 .2404 .00418 2 2,424 6.70

Slope Differences fcr Sex 7 8 .2394 .2386 .00078 1 2,430 2.49

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2386 .1955 .G4307 1 2,431 137.52

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1969 .1961 .00081 2 2,428 1.23

Intercept Difference, for Ethnicity 11 12 .1961 .1955 .00059 2 2,430 0.89

English I - IV 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White, Black &Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnic-ity) 1 2 .1996 .1970 .00268 2 1,989 3.33

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1970 .1944 .00257 2 '.,991 3.19

Slope Di 'ferences for Sex 7 8 .1829 .1822 .00067 1 1,997 1.65

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1822 .1498 .03244 1 1,998 79.25 *

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1579 .1557 .00225 2 1,995 2.66

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1557 .1498 .00587 2 1,997 6.95

Engtisfr I - IV 1984 -1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic)

3-way interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2615 .2608 .00065 2 2,296 1.01

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2608 .2601 .00070 2 2,298 1.09

Srop- Differenrcs for Sex 7 8 .?55s .2517 .00379 1 7,304 11 73

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2067 .2060 .00062 2 2,302 0.89

Intercept Differences for Fthriicit~y 11 12 .2060 .2019 .00415 2 2,304 6.03

Eniglish I - IV 1985 -1986 S oph omnore (Ethnicity' White, Black &Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2321 .2309 .00122 2 1,942 1.54

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2309 .2306 .00032 2 1,944 0.40

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2159 .2123 .00365 1 1,950 9.07

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2123 .1565 .05578 1 1,951 138.16

Slopc! Differecrecs for Cthnicity 10 11 .1711 .1709 .00019 2 1,948 0.23

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1709 .1565 .01440 2 1,95U 16.94

Eng (i sh I - IV 198. - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity zWhite, Black & Hispanic.)

3-way Intc-cactinn Test (ASVAR*sexethnicity) 1 2 .2457 .2455 .00018 2 1,721 0.21

Sex & Ethnicity Inte.-action Test 2 3 .2455 .2453 .00017 2 1,723 0.19

Slope Differences for Sex 7 & .2390 .2347 .00428 1 1,729 9. 73

Intercept Differencet, for Sex 8 9 .2347 .1574 .07725 1 1,730 174.63 *

Slop,- Di'ferences for Ethnicity 10D 11 .1616 .1600 .00151 2 1,727 1.55

InterCpt bifferernces for Ethnicity 11 12 .1600 .15?5 .00259 2 1,729 2.67

fryliisr I - IV 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethriciity = While, Flack & H Iin;()

3-way Intenraction Test (ASVAih*seActhricity) 1 2 .2161 .2160 .00015 1 1,258 0.24

Sex & 1-thnicity .Inttract ion Test 2 3 .2160 .2158 .00016 I 1,21"9 0.25

Siopc Differcr,cel; for Sex 7 8 .?14o .2102 .100441 1 1,262 7. 09

Iritmrccpt Differences; for Sexr 8 9 .2102 .1c 82 .08204 1 1,263 131.20

Slopr. Differceis for fthnicity 11) 11 .1?90 .1290 .00001 1 1,262 0.01

It.t(.rt Oiffr.' cict's fr IIriJ.l~ity 11 1? .12910 .1281 .0J& 1 1,263 1.21
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Table D-3. (Continued)

C-xrparison p2

F-Test Corparison Full Restricted Full Restricted R
2
Change dfl df2 F

English I - IV 1984 - 1985 Senior (Fthnicity = White, Black & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2172 .2157 .00150 2 1,275 1.22

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction 
T
est 2 3 .2157 .2149 .00079 2 1,277 0.6S

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2072 .2054 .00180 1 1,283 2.91

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2054 .1751 .03039 1 1,284 49.11

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1804 .1764 .00394 2 1,281 3.08

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1764 .1751 .00138 2 1,283 1.08

General Math 1984 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .0920 .0888 .00321 2 1,167 2.06

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .08,8 .0852 .00365 2 1,169 2.34

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0826 .0811 .00155 1 1,175 1.99

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0811 .0728 .00823 1 1,176 10.53

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0753 .0747 .00064 2 1,173 0.41

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0747 .0728 .GG185 2 1,175 1.18

General Math 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White & Black)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVO*sex'ethr.icity) 1 2 .0369 .0367 .00025 1 549 0.14

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .0367 .0334 .00327 1 550 1.87

Slope D*fferences for Sex 7 8 .0292 .0276 .00165 1 553 0.94
C.cct .iffcrcrcc for Scx 9.,7 .0219 .10563 1 54 3.21,

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0267 .0223 .00444 1 553 2.52

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0223 .0219 .00035 1 554 0.20

General Math 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity r White, Black & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVABOsex*ethnicity) 1 2 .0918 .0892 .00260 2 736 1.05

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .0892 .081,3 .00492 2 738 2.00

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0791 .0783 .00080 1 744 0.64

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0784 .0740 .00433 1 745 3.50

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0796 .0789 .00075 2 742 0.30

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0789 .0740 .00486 2 744 1.96

General Math 1985 - 1986 Sophonxore (Ethnicity z White & Black)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVA9*ex'ethnicity) 1 2 .1202 .1144 .0058/ 1 305 2.04

Sex & Ethricity Interaction Test 2 3 .1144 .1121 .00230 1 306 0.79

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0901 .0387 .00146 1 309 0.49

Intercept Difference5 for Sex 8 9 .0887 .0546 .03405 1 310 11.58

Sl.ope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0755 .OT36 .00198 1 309 0.66

Inter cept Diff.rer,ces for Ethnicity 11 12 .0736 .0546 .01893 1 310 6.33

Gcnr.al Math 1984 - 1985 Jurncwr (Ithnicity White & bLack)

3-way litefactiori Test (ASVAB*s!,*ethr city) 1 2 .0913 .0844 .0064 1 266 2.0(
,

Sex & Ethnicity IrtCraction lcrst 2 3 .0844 .0844 .00006 1 ; 7 0.02

Sty[r DiI fercnces for Sex 7 0 .079' .07O9 .0000", 1 270 0. U

Iriteei.4.t Differences for SeA 8 9 .079", .0516 .02832 1 271 8.34

SlcVpc D;fferences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0562 .0538 .00?45 1 270 0.70

Intercept OifiLc-rrIce! fhi Ethrnicity 11 12 .0538 .0516 .,(216 1 271 0.62
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Table D-3. (Continued)

Corrparison R2

F-Test Corriarison FuLLI Restricted Full Restricted R2 Change dtl df2 F

General Matn 1985 -1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1271 .1267 .00045 1 222 0.11

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1267 .1037 .02297 1 223 5.86

Generiii Math 1985 -1986 junior (Ethnicity =White & Black) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .300 .1272 .00285 1 195 0.64

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1272 .1227 .00449 1 196 1.01

Gener., Math 1984 -1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .106.4 .1020 .00439 1 230 1.13

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1020 .1015 .00055 1 231 0.14

Gener-al Math 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity =Whiite & Black) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences tor Ethnicity 10 11 .1508 .1489 .00197 1 203 0.47

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 -1489 .1240 .02488 1 204 5.96

Algebra 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White &Norwhite)

3-way In~teraction Test (ASVAB*sexchnicity) 1 2 .2092 e~07.' .00215 1 1,180 3.21

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2070 .207u .00002 1 1,181 0.02

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2036 .2024 .00112 1 1,184. 1.67
Intercept Differences for sex 6 y M5 . lbly .04us" 1 1,16 lb U.31

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1683 .1630 .00528 1 1.1a4 7.52

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1630 .1619 .00112 1 1'.85 1.58

Algebra 1985 - 1986 ireshmen (Ethnicity White &Nonwhite)

3-way interaction lest (ASVABsexethnicity) 1 2 .2320 .2317 .00037 1 708 0.34

Sex I Ethnicity Interaction TEst 2 3 .2317 .2302 .00152 1 709 1.40

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2202 .2202 .00007 1 712 0.07

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2201 .1834 .03670 1 713 33.56

Slope Differences for- Ethnicity 10 11 .1921 .1909 .00122 1 712 1.07

Intercept Differtrices for Ethnicity 11 12 .1909 .1834 -00746 1 713 6.58

A igcbra 1984 -1985 SophCArorc (Ethnicity Wnite &Nonwhite)

3-wajy Interaction Test (ASVA8*sex~ethnicity) 1 2 .166? .16549 .00032 1 871 0.34

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1659 .1611 .00479 1 872 5.01

Slopp Differences for Sex 7 8 .1609 .1586 .00236 1 875 2.-6
lqt Crcpt Oi'fferenCe- f.:t Se E! 9 .15515 .1351 .023145 1 876 24.41

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1353 .1352 .00010 1 871 0.10

Intefcept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1352 .1351 .00005 1 876 0.3L

A t gbr a 1985 1986 $npbcrvr (E~hnicity W1hite & Nonwhite)
3-.i Initra;ct ior. Tct(AVes thI i 1 2 .1925 .1911 .00137 1 617 1.04

Sey & Lthnicity Interaction TesT ? 3 .1911 .1893 .00 178 1 618 1376

Stop: Differences for Sex 7 ft .1825 .1P13 0' .02 2 ?. 1 621 1.68

Intercept Diffcrcrce, for Scx 8 9 .18,03 .1f43 .015b 1 0.~2 12.10

sl Fj iffc:frniC! for (thin cty 10 11 ,68 .1670 .fj 18 1 1 6?1 1.36

In vr cep t Fj if f cr or,,C, f Cr E t hriIcLity 11I i2 .1670 .1643 .00269 1 622 2.01
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Table D-3. (Continued)

Compar i son R
2

F-Test Coinparison Full Restricted Full Restricted R
2
Change dfl Of2  F

Algebra 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity White & Black)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2343 .2342 .00016 1 489 0.11

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2342 .2339 .00022 1 490 0.14

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2264 .2262 .00025 1 493 0.16

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2262 .1915 .03.468 1 494 22.14

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1981 .1955 .00265 1 '93 1.63

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1955 .1915 .00399 1 494 2.45

Algebra 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not te. ted)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .16(61 .1568 .00926 1 273 3.03

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1568 .1488 .00799 1 274 2.60

Algebra 1985 - I986 Junior (Fthnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1689 .1541 .01487 1 273 4.88

Intercept Differences for Eth.iicity 11 12 .1541 .1489 .00523 1 274 1.69

Algebra 1984 - 1985 Senicr (Ethnicity rot tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2602 .2431 .01711 1 265 6.13

Intercept Diff rren:es for Sex 8 9 .2431 .2046 .03857 1 266 13.56 *

Algebra 198 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity = Wnite & Ncnwnlte) (sex not testc:)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2311 .2210 .01015 1 265 3.50

Intercept D'fference3 for Ethnicity 11 12 .221C .2046 .01642 1 266 5.61

Geometry 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .266-4 .2663 .00004 1 511 0.03

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2664 .2585 .00784 1 512 5.47

Geomqety 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity = Wnite, Black & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Diffe-ences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2637 .2613 .00244 2 509 0.84

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2613 .2585 .00276 2 511 0.95

Geometry 1984 - 1985 Sopf r-.wore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2732 .2T32 .00002 1 561 G.02

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2732 .2623 .01093 1 562 8.45

Gcorretry 19-1!. - 1985 Ecp .r:crc (Ethnicity nite, 8!ack w hspanic) S. ., nc-t testeJ)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2673 .2626 .00474 2 559 1.81

Intercept Lifterences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2626 .2622 .00033 2 561 0.12

Geoetry 1985 - 1986 Sophcrw-re (Etrnitit' r..t tested)

Slope Diffcrenccs for Sex 7 8 .2591 .2578 .0U135 1 410 0.75

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2578 .2400 .01778 1 411 9.b5 *

Gccri.try 195 - 19P6 S,.,hrore (Ethnicity r White & Black) (Sex nt tcsted)

SicK Differice, for Ethrnicity 10 11 .2779 .2693 .00861 1 371 4.43

Intercept Differences for Ethnicitj 11 12 .2693 .c
4
76 .02172 1 372 11.06
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Table D-3. (Continued)

Coaparison R2

F-Test Comparison Full Restricted Full Restricted R2Change dfl dfZ F

Geometry 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2529 .2517 .00114 1 305 0.46

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2517 .2340 .01768 1 306 7.23

Geometry 1984 1985 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2350 .2340 .00099 1 305 0.40

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2341 .2340 .00001 1 306 0.00

Geometry 1985 - 1986 Junior (Etnnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .3095 .3076 .00182 1 123 0.32

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .3076 .2790 .02867 1 124 5.14

G.-metry 1985 - 1926 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .4013 .3327 .06852 1 123 14.08 *

Geometry 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .3047 .2775 .02713 1 107 4.17

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2775 .2775 .00006 1 108 0.01

Geometry 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

slope Ditterences for Etnnicity 10 11 .3072 .2943 .0i291 i 107 1.99

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2943 .2775 .C1685 1 108 2.58

Calculus 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not testcdl)

SLope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1681 .1674 .00076 1 147 0.14

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1674 .1660 .00133 1 148 0.24

General Science 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity White, Black & Hispanic)
3 -way Interaction rest (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2373 .2356 .00172 2 1,956 2.20

Sex & Ethnic'ty Interaction Test 2 3 .2356 .2267 .00894 2 1,958 11.45 *

Consistent Over or Under prediction of Subgroup 2 4 .2356 .2348 .00079 3 1,958 0.68

General Science 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1014 .1001 .00136 1 274 0.41

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1001 .0O48 .00525 1 275 1.60

Generai Science 1Q85 - 1956 fr-echen (EthniCity t Whit & BtoCk) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1V80 .0972 .03078 1 240 8.47

General Science 1984 - 1985 Snphomore (Ethnicity r Whi(e & Nonwhite)

3-way Interaction Tcst (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2101 .2097 .00035 1 341 0.15

Sex & Ethnicity Irteracticn Test 2 3 .?097 .1981 .01158 1 342 5.01

Stcpe Diftererces for Sex 7 8 .1937 .1910 .00270 1 345 1.15

Intercept Differc-,ces for Sex 8 9 .1910 .1561 .03488 1 346 14.f2

Slope Differcnees for Ethnicity 10 11 .'6,47 .1632 .00150 1 345 0.62

Intercept Differences fo- Ethnicity 11 12 .1632 .1561 .00717 1 346 2.96



Table 0-3. (Continued)

Comparisoi, R
2

F-Test Conporison Full Restricted Full Restricted R
2
Change dfl Cf2 F

General Science 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1235 .1207 .00277 183 0.58

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1207 .0920 .02871 1 184 6.01

General Science 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White & Black) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1688 .1687 .00004 1 158 0.01

Intercept Differences for Cthnicity 11 12 .1687 .1244 .04427 1 159 8.47

General Science 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differencos for Sex 7 8 .1029 .0990 .00392 1 174 0.76

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0990 .0827 .01631 1 175 3.17

General Science 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Black) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1479 .1457 .00216 1 149 0.38

intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1457 .0741 .07162 1 150 12.58 **

General Science 1985 - 19P6 JLnior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2030 .2030 .00000 1 258 C.00

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2030 .1871 .01591 1 259 5.17

ueneraL Science 1965 - i86 Junior (Etnriicity = Wh, & h = ) k t (S ,

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1919 .1919 .00001 1 258 O.0fl

intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1919 .1871 .00475 1 259 1.52

General Science !84 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity rot tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .066, .0660 .00045 1 182 0.09

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0660 .0518 .01414 1 183 2.77

Biology I II 1984 - 1985 Freshnen (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2185 .2182 .00021 1 99 0.08

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2183 .2057 .01251 1 300 4.80

Biology I 1 I 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity = white & Nonwhite) (Sex not teste)

Siope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2151 .2075 .00754 1 299 2.87

Intercept Differences fir Ethn'city 11 12 .2075 .2057 .00179 1 300 0.68

9io;,cy I i IP - 1 QP6 Frpqhnn (Fthnicity = Whitu & EI.ack)

3-way Interacti(;n Test (ASVAB*se *et nicity) 1 2 .1815 .181r .G5105 1 1,119 0.07

Sex & Et!icity Interdction Test 2 3 .1815 .1814 .00005 1 1,120 O.P6

Slope Differenzes for Se: 7 8 .1805 .1803 .00022 1 1,123 0.30

Intercept Differences for Set. 8 9 .1803 .1524 .02790 ! 1,124 3B.26

Slope Differences fo," Ethricity 10 11 .1533 .1524 .00093 1 1,123 1.23

Intercept Diff eo-,,es for Ethn;city 11 1? .1524 .1524 .0001 1 1,124 0.01
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Table D-3. (Continued)

CUvrtarison R-

F-lest Coeparison Full Restricted Full Restricted R
2
Change df1  df2 F

Biology I - II 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVABtsextethnicity) 1 2 .2493 .2465 .00277 2 1,371 2.53

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2465 .2416 .00497 2 1,373 4.53

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2311 .2284 .00270 1 1,379 4.84

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2284 .2104 .01804 1 1,38U 32.26

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2199 .2183 .00153 2 1,377 1.35

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2183 .2104 .00794 2 1,379 7.01 **

Biology I II 1935 - 1986 Sophcmore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slepe Differences for Sex 7 8 .2512 .2503 .00389 1 335 1.75

Intc sept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2503 .2060 .04434 1 336 19.87 0*

Biology I II 1985 - 19&6 Sophicr.ore (Ethnicity = White, Stack & Hispanic) (Scx not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2077 .2064 .00134 2 333 0.28

Intercept Differencp for Ethnicity 11 12 .2064 .2060 .00039 2 335 0.08

Biclogy I - 11 1984 V85 J'unio! (Ethnicity
= 
White s Nonahite)

3
"way Interaction Test (ASVABrsex'ethnicity) 1 2 .254(1 .2517 .00222 1 397 1.18

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2517 .2515 .00020 1 398 0.11

Slope Difference; for Sex 7 8 .2477 .2396 .00817 1 4U1 4.36

Intercept Differerrec tor Sex 8 Y . SVC .zub6 .03272 1 402 17.36 *1

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2131 .2105 .00255 1 401 1.30

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity '11 12 .2105 .2063 .00370 1 402 1.89

Biology 1 11 1985 - 198b Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .3448 .3138 .03104 1 147 6.97 *

Biology I - I1 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity rot tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .3263 .3212 .00503 1 195 1.46

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .3212 .2977 2 6.&0

biology I - II 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity 7 White & Black) (Se not tested)

Stcpc Differences for Fthnicity 10 11 .3653 .3585 .00583 1 176 1.90

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .3585 .2927 .06580 1 177 18.16 *0

Cheiistry I II 19E5 - 1 IQ resh7zn (Etht~icity not tested)

Scc Differences for Sex 7 8 .2640 .25.3 .00976 1 12$ 1.7f,

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2543 .2369 .01738 1 129 3.01

Chemistry I - 11 1904 - 1985 So:hcrre (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 b .0815 .0779 .C0359 1 168 0.66

itercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .n779 .0564 .02156 1 169 3.95

Chei;ustry I - II 198') 1906 Sophci-jne (Ethn city nut tested)

Stpe Differences for Sex 7 8 .1575 .1539 .00752 1 430 1.83

Inter cept Di f fererices feC Sex 3 9 .1539 .1103 .04364 1 41.31 22.23 _
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TabLe D-3. (Continued)

Comparison R
2

F-Test Comparison Full Restricted Full Restricted R
2
Change dfl df2 F

Chemistry I - 11 1984 - 1985 junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2643 .2616 .00279 1 426 1.61

intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2616 .2135 .04810 1 427 27.81 *

Chemistry I - II 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhii j) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2318 .2252 .00662 1 426 3.67

intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2252 .2135 .01177 1 427 6.49

Chemistry I - 1 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2183 .2084 .00990 1 137 1.74

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2084 .1347 .07371 1 138 12.85 *

Chemistry - II 1985 1986 Junior (Etnnicity White P 
' it

, -1 . . .

Slope Diffurences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1506 .1504 .,,,013 1 137 0.02

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1504 .1347 .01573 1 138 2.55

Chenistry I - II 1984 - 1985 Serior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2964 .2071 .00929 1 156 2.06

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2871 .2843 .00276 1 15/ 0.61

Chemlistry i- ii i934 - 1 63 Surilui (Zthlrrrlty &,tr Ku iw; Lt:) (S -L i- -;

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .3082 .2868 .02146 1 156 4.84

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2868 .2843 .00246 1 157 0.54

Physics I 1I 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1688 .1556 .01320 1 232 3.69

Intercept Differences for Sex A 9 .1556 .1147 .04087 1 233 11.28 **

Physics I 1; 1984 - 1955 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2281 .2254 .00272 1 166 0.58

Irtercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2254 .1885 .03691 1 167 7.96

Goveirnmert & -ivics 1984 1995 Freshmen (Fthnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 3 .2794 .2775 .00197 4 344 0.94

Intercept Difference, for Sex 8 9 .2775 .2727 .00480 1 345 2.29

Govrvw.nt & Civirs 1Q84 1985 Snrr-re (Fthnirity not tpqted)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1715 .1571 .01436 1 155 2.69

Intercept riffcrcnce, for Sex 2 9 .1571 .1194 .03771 1 156 6 98

Uoverrvcnt & Civic% 1955 - 1986 Soph,-,re (Ethnicity nAt tested)

Slcpw Diffrer.cc' for Sex 7 8 .1501 .1476 .0024) i 417 1.22

Interccpt Differences for Sex 8 9 ,1476 .1199 .02768 1 418 13.57 **

Governrr.nit & Civics 195" 1986 Zophc-iere (Ethnicity W White & His.panic) (Sex rot t e-tnd)

Slope Diffeinces for Ethr, icity 10 11 .497 .147o .00270 1 388 1.23

Intei-cept Diffcerices for Ethnicity 11 12 .147U .1259 .02116 1 389 9.65
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Table 0-3. (Continued)

Comparison R
2

F-Test Ccxrparison FuL Restricted Full Restricted R
2
Change dfl df2

GoverrTent & Civics 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity not testedj

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2550 .2530 .00204 1 456 1.25

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .253^ .2332 .01980 1 457 12.11 *"

Goverrewent & Civics 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2454 .2436 .00179 1 456 1.08

intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2436 .2332 .01039 1 457 6.28

Goveribrnt & Civics 1985 - 196 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Black)
3
-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2818 .2807 .00114 1 707 1.12

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2807 .2787 .00201 1 708 1.98

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2774 .2762 .00127 1 711 1.25

inteifL tit ,iIL-tS fur 0 o Z .,. .462 .029W5 1 712 29.46

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2475 .2473 .00026 1 711 0.24

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2473 .2462 .00104 1 712 0.98

Goverreent & Civics 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity z White & Black)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2548 .2546 .00015 1 602 0.12

Sex & Ethr.icity Interaction Test 2 3 .2546 .2545 .00015 1 603 0.12

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2526 .2524 .00014 1 606 0.11
intercept uifferences ior Sex 0 9 .2524 .2415 .01095 1 607 8.89*

Stope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2439 .2438 .00016 1 606 0.13

Intercept Differences for Ethnic;ty 11 12 .2438 .2415 .00230 1 607 1.85

History 1984 - 19a5 Freshwn (Ethnicity White, Black & Hispanic)
3
-way Interactior Test (ASVARisex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2523 .2513 .00093 2 1,319 0.82

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2513 .2484 .00292 2 1,321 2.57

Stope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2428 .2428 .00003 1 1,327 0.05

Intercept Differences for Sex 5 9 .2428 .2117 .03106 1 1,328 54.47 **

Slcpe Differences for Fthnicity 10 11 .2172 .2120 .00520 2 1,325 4.10

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2120 .2117 .00021; 2 1,327 0.24

History 985 - 1986 Frcshen (Ethnicity = wnitc & Black)
3
-way Interaction Test (ASVAr*sex'ethr.icity) 1 2 .2432 .2432 .00000 1 1,343 0.0G

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .24!2 .2431 .00010 1 1,344 0.17

Slope Diffrrences for Sex 7 8 .2409 .2409 .00001 1 1,347 0.02

hntcrcep
t 

Dif f frnc f, Sex 8 9 .241ij9 .2329 .00796 1 1,348 14.13 **

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2349 .2348 .00005 1 1,347 0.09

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2348 .2329 .00187 1 1,348 3.30

Hictory 1984 - 1985 Sophcxr-re (Ethnicity Whitc & Black)

3-wy Ir.tcraction Test (A'VAk*sexrthn,city) 1 2 .2477 .2470 .00069 1 1,430 1.31

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction lest 2 3 .2470 .2460 .00098 1 1,431 1 87

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2404 .2404 .000I 1 1,434 0.02

Intercept rifferences for Sex 3 9 .2404 .2248 .01562 1 1,435 29.52

Stcpe Differnces for Ethnicity 10 11 .2303 .2302 .0000 1 1,434 0.07

Intercept Differen:es for Ethnicity 11 12 .23U2 .2248 .00544 1 1,435 10.14 *
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Table 0-3. (Continued)

Coe-garison R
2

F-Test Coeparison Full Restricted Full Restricted R
2
Change dfl df2 r

History 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity White, Black & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2155 .2150 .00053 2 1,465 0.49

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2150 .2087 .00621 2 1,467 5.80 *

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1S78 .1863 .00149 1 1,473 2.71

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1863 .1495 .03682 1 1,474 66.69 **

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1724 .1641 .00832 2 1,471 7.39

History 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity White & Black)

3-.iay Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2765 .2752 .00126 1 1,10? 1.92

Sex & Ethnicity interaction Test 2 3 .2752 .2750 .00025 1 1,103 0.38

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2652 .2650 .03021 1 1,106 0.31

intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2650 .2335 .03149 1 1,107 47.43 **

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2430 .2426 .00032 1 1,106 0.47

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2426 .2335 .00912 1 1,107 13.34 *

History 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Ditferences for Sex 7 8 .2308 .2124 .01845 1 428 10.26 *

History 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Black) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1821 .IV13 .UUU/6 1 409 0.38

,ntcnpt ... . r EthniCy 11 12 i813 .1706 .01070 1 410 5.36

History 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .3617 .3593 .00?37 1 423 1.57

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .3593 .3497 .00964 1 424 6.38

History 198. - 1i85 Senior (Ethnicity White & Black) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .3941 .3903 .00377 1 402 2.50

Intercept Differencc, for Ethnicity 11 12 .3903 .3598 .03051 1 403 20.17 **

Foreign Language 1984 • 1985 Fieshren (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2787 .2787 .00002 1 1,012 0.02

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .?787 .2269 .05174 1 1,013 72.66 **

Foreign Language 1984 - 1985 Freshaen (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic) (Sex not testel)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2424 .2398 .00263 2 1 010 1.75

Intercept Differences fcr Ethnicity 1 2 .2398 .2269 .01285 2 1,012 b.56

Foreign languige 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity not testud)

Swope bifrerences for Sex 7 8 .2150 .2134 .0U156 1 797 1.58

Intercept Diferences for Sex 8 9 .?114 -1708 .04268 1 790 43.30-

Foreign Larguage 1985 - 1Y06 Frc~haicn (Ethnicity = Whitc, Black s Hispani-.) (Sex r., t testd)

Sitp, Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1824 .1763 .0,i647 2 795 3.14

Intercept Differeicces for Ethnicity 11 12 .1760 .1708 .00518 2 797 2.51
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Table D-3. (Continued)

Comparison R
2

F-Test Ccmarison Full Restricted Full Restricted R
2
Change dfI df2 F

Foreign Language 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2458 .2456 .00017 1 892 0.20

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2456 .1664 .07917 1 893 93.71

Foreign Language 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity = white, Black & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1807 .1755 .00519 2 890 2.82

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1755 .1664 .00912 2 892 4.93 *

Fcreign Language 1985 - 1986 Sophorore (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhte)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .1906 .1891 .00143 1 604 1.06

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1891 .188 .00038 1 605 0.28

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1799 .1787 .00120 1 608 0.89

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1787 .1169 .0o173 1 609 45.77

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 I .1295 .1295 .00000 1 608 0.00

intercept Diffeiences for Ethnicit, 11 12 .1295 .1169 .01253 1 609 8.77 *

Foreign Language 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2373 .2341 .00316 1 480 1.99

Intercept Differitnces for Sex 8 9 .2341 .1518 .08231 1 48 51.69

Foreign ixnr'ooe 1984 - 'Q85 Juior (Wr~nicits white, Black & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnici.y 10 11 .1693 .16-46 .00470 2 478 1.35

intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1646 .1518 .01281 2 480 3.68

Foreign Language 1985 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1964 .1851 .01128 1 247 3.47

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1851 .1373 .04779 1 248 14.54 **

roreign Language 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Siope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1010 .0034 .00765 1 205 1.74

Intercept D'fferences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0934 .0915 .00186 1 206 0.42

Foreign Language 1984 - 1985 Senior (tthnicity not testea)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2061 .2046 .00149 1 224 0.42

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2046 .1827 .02190 1 225 6.19

Forieign Language 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity t White e Hispinic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnil.ity 10 11 .1364 .1364 .00007 1 185 0.01

Inte ,ept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1364 .1300 .00639 1 186 1.18

Secretary & Office FcGJcatin 1Q85 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Nonhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethn~city 10 11 .1417 .14,04 .00128 1 215 0.32

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1401 .1402 .00020 1 216 0.05

Secretary & Office Education 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not test-i)

,,. t, 1, ir,, y I .1163 .1062 .un66; 1 220 2.51

Intercept Differences for Ethn, icity 11 12 .1062 .1015 .00471 1 221 1.16
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Table 0-3. (Continued)

Coaparison R
2

F-Test Comparison Full Restr.ctea Ful k Restricted R2Change dfl df2 F

Typing & Word Processirg 198. - 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity not tested)

Slc'-,e Differences for Sex 7 8 .2169 .2165 .00044 1 507 0.28

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2165 .2036 .01281 1 508 8.30 *

Typing & Word Processing 1984-1985 Freh.shmen (Ethnicity = White, Black & H,spanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2073 .20S6 .00168 2 505 0.54

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2056 .2037 .u0197 2 507 0.63

Typing & Word Processing 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .186E .1802 .00003 1 492 0.02

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1802 .1508 .02939 1 493 17.68

Typing & Word Processing 1985-1986 Fr,2shnxkn (Ethnicity = White & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1444 .1434 .00102 1 445 0.53

Inrtercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1434 .1424 .00106 1 446 0.55

Typing & Word Processing 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slcne Differences for Sex 7 8 .2089 .2083 .00067 1 631 0.53

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2033 .1662 .04203 1 632 33.55

Tyoinq & Word Processing 1984-1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity White, Black & Hispanic) (ox not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1672 .1664 .00086 2 629 0.32

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1664 .1663 .00012 2 631 0.04

Typing & Word Processing 1985 - 1986, Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1649 .1599 .00502 1 405 2.43

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1599 .1506 .00934 1 406 4.51

Typing & Word Processing 1995-1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity = white & Stack) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differenceo for Ethnicity 10 11 .1578 .1551 .00271 1 374 1.20

intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1551 .1514 .00363 1 375 1.61

Typing & Word Processing 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity nt * -edj

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 ."l01 .2084 .00165 i 391 0.82

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2025 .1456 .06283 1 392 31.12

Typing & Woro Processing 1984-1985 Junior (Ethnicity White & Black) (Sex not tested)

Siope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .14 3 .1423 .00002 1 359 0.01

Intercepc Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1423 .1408 .00153 1 360 0.64

Typing & Word Processing 1985 - 1986 Junior (Cth.nicity not tested)

Stckp Differences for Sex 7 8 .1566 .1493 .00729 1 221 1.91

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1493 .1128 .03644 1 222 9.51

Tninq & Word Prrcessino 1985-1986 Junicr (Ethnicity White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

St~pe Differences for Ethnicity I U 1 .1380 .1341 .00390 1 221 1.00

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1341 .1129 .02126 1 222 5.45
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Table 0-3. (Continued)

Comparison RZ

F-Test Comparison Full Restricted Full Restricted R
2
Change af I  df2 F

Typing & Word Processing 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2095 .2074 .00218 1 216 0.60

Intercept Differences for 8 9 .2074 .174C .03341 1 217 9.15 *

Accounting/Bookkeeoinig 1985 - 1986 Sophtcmelre (ttniicity not terted)

Slope Differences tor Sc' 7 8 .2105 .2104 00016 1 311 u.06

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2104 .1614 .04893 1 312 19.33

Accounting/Bookkeeoing 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2927 .2890 .00371 1 239 1.25

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2890 .1958 .09319 1 240 31.45

Accounting/Bookkeeping 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnic-ty not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1552 .1525 .00267 1 185 0.58

Intercept Differences fcr Sex 8 9 .1525 .1145 .03805 1 186 8.35

Accounting/Bookkeeping 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2161 .2109 .00518 1 247 1.63

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2109 .1735 .03741 1 248 11.76

Home Economics 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2172 .2165 .00071 I 547 0.50

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2165 .1697 .04680 1 548 32.74 **

Home Economics 1984-1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity White & Black) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2321 .2318 .00037 1 519 0.25

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2318 .1581 .0T565 1 520 49.85**

Home Economics 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1543 .1529 .00139 1 312 0.51

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1529 .0932 .05966 1 313 22.04 "

Hce Economics 1985-1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White & Ncnwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1044 .1036 .00077 1 312 0.27

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1037 .0932 .01043 1 313 3.64

Home Economics 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differenceq for Sex 7 8 .2007 .2000 .00065 1 321 0.26

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .000 .1475 .05248 1 322 21.12

Hcne Eccnomics 1984-1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White & t;-r.white) (Sex not te.ted)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 II .1905 .1876 .00292 1 321 1.16

lntcrrept Ditfcreices for Ethinicity 11 12 .1876 .1475 .04003 1 322 15.56"*

home Economics 1985 - 1986 Sophwhre (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1668 .1667 .00007 1 394 0.04

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1667 .1102 .05655 1 395 26.81
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Table 0-3. (Concluded)

Coa ariscn R
2

F-lest Comparison Full Restricted Full Restricted R-Change dfi df2 F

Home Economics 1985-1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1138 .1137 .00010 1 394 0.05

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1137 .102 .00348 1 395 1.55

Hoie Economics 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1832 .1831 .00007 1 279 0.02

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1831 .1550 .02806 1 280 9.62

Home Economies 19&4-193) Junior .Ethnicity = Wnite & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Stepe Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1604 .16C, .0000,3 " 279 0.00

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1604 .1550 .00538 1 280 1.79

Home Economics 1933 - 1936 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2243 .2236 .33070 1 358 0.32

Intercept Dificences for Sex 8 9 .2236 .1102 .11338 1 359 52.43 **

home Econorics 1985-1986 Junior (&-hr~city W hite & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slcpe D!fferences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1140 .1140 .00003 1 358 O.u1

Intcrcept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1140 .1102 .00379 1 35( 1.54

diccn, Eronomics 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity nct tested)

Siope Differences for Sex 3 .1970 .i969 00'011 1 31, 0.0.

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1969 .1539 .04 93 1 319 ;7.05 *

Home Economics 1984-1985 Senio: (Ethnic'ity = Whit, Nonwhite) (Sex not testtd)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1622 .1542 .00799 1 318 3.03

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1542 .1539 .00026 1 3'9 0.10

Coovuter Programming 1985 - 1986 Sophoirore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slcpe Differences for Sex 7 8 .2625 .2615 .001,4 1 227 C.32

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2615 .1924 .06910 1 228 21.33 ..

Computer Prograniing 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Siope Differences fcr Sex 7 8 .2957 .2921 .00365 I 240 '1.24

In'ercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2921 .2725 .01960 1 241 6.67

Cirputer Programming 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slepe Differences for Sex 1 8 .3553 3541 .00127 1 157 0.30

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .3541 .249U .'0517 1 158 25.73 **

Computer Progranrming 1984 - 1985 Sencr (Ethnicity not tested)

S cce uifferences for Sex 7 8 .2208 -219 .00092 1 152 0.18

Intercept D oferences for Sex 8 9 .2198 .2195 .00035 1 153 0.07

P < .01.

** P < .001.
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Table 0-4. F-Tests of Significance for Mechanical & Crafts Composite

Comparison R?

F-Test Coevarison Full Restricted Full Restricte6 R
2
Change dfi df2 F

English I - IV 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (fhniity White, BlocK & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2005 .1998 .00072 2 2,422 1.09

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1998 .1957 .00406 2 2,424 6.15 *

Slope Differences for Sex 7 1 .1950 .1897 .00528 1 2,430 15.92 **

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1001 .1000 .00006 2 2,428 0.07

Intercept Differences fcr Ethnicity 11 12 .1000 .0988 .0011 2 2,430 1.64

English I - IV 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic)

3-way Ir.teraction Test (ASVAB
t
seX*ethnicity) 1 2 .1495 .1471 .00238 2 1,990 2.78

Se & Ethnicity Inter3ction Test 2 3 .1499 .1470 .00292 2 1,991 3.41

S[p2: Differences for Sex 7 8 .1366 .1337 .00293 1 1,997 6.79

Iruercepr 0i~x~rert. fcr Sex 8 9 .1337 .069 .06873 1 1,998 158.52 **

S'.o, Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0763 .0737 .00266 2 1,995 2.87

!,Vercpt Oiffcrences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0737 .0649 .00872 2 1,997 9.4C **

English ! - IV 1;84 - 185 Sophsmre (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic)

3 way Interatiuri lest (ASVAB*sex'ethrnici-y) 1 2 .?09'8 .2051 .00072 2 2,296 1.04

Se^ & Ethn-icity inteiacticn Test 2 3 .2051 .2043 .00081 2 2,293 1.16

Stcpe Differences for Sex 7 8 .2020 .1873 .01468 1 2,304 42.38 **

Siope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0925 .0915 .00101 2 2,302 1.28

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0915 .0831 .00841 2 2,304 10.57 *

English I - V985 - 1986 Sophc-more (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic)

3-ay Interaction Test (ASVAb*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .1986 .1985 .00036 2 1,942 0.07

Sex & Ethnicity interaction Test 2 3 .1985 .1984 .00015 2 1,944 0.19

Slcpe Differences for Sex 7 8 .1901 .1779 .01222 1 1,950 29.42 **

Slope Differences fc. Ethnicity 10 11 .0888 .0883 .00055 2 1,948 0.59

intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0883 .0664 .021.82 2 1,950 23.33 *

E rgLish 1 IV 1984 1985 Junior (Ethnicity = white, Black & Hispanic)

A-,,ay Interacticn lest (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .1796 .1795 .01 012 2 1,721 0.12

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1795 .1791 .00039 2 1,723 0.41

Siope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1761 .1632 .01291 I 1,720 27.13 **

Slope Differences for Ithnicity 10 11 .0436 .0435 .00009 2 1,727 0.09

itercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0435 .>329 .01065 2 1,729 9.63 **

English I - IV 1985-86 Junior (Ethricty = Wh~te & Biack)

3-way Iintrraction T. -;AB* Sc-*eth)icity) 1 ? .1660 .1660 00000 1 1,258 0.00

Sex & Ethniicity Intt.acti -- Test 2 3 .1660 .1669 .03000 1 1,259 0.00

Sic- Difterences for 'x 7 8 .1655 .151L .01406 1 1,262 21.27 **

Siupe Differcr: for Ethnicity 10 11 .0300 .0290 .00091 1 1,262 1.18

Intercept Uifferncn; for Lthnicity 11 12 .0290 .02L:9 .00813 1 1,263 10.58 *
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labte 0-4. (Continued)

Coemparison R2

F-Test CompTarison Full Restricted Full Restricted R'Change dfl df2 F

EngLish I - IV 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity z White, Black & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVA3*sex*ctricity) 1 2 .1543 .1540 .00039 2 1,275 0.29

Sex & Ethnicity interaction Test 2 3 .1540 .1521 .00190 2 1,277 1.43

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1466 .1375 .00917 1 1,283 13.78

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0715 .0686 .00280 2 1,281 1.93

intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0687 .0643 .00436 2 1,283 3.01

General Math 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVABsex*ethnicity) 1 2 .0612 .060 .00058 2 1,16/ 0.36

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction lest 2 3 .0606 .0588 .00180 2 1.169 1.12

Slope Differences for Sex ? 8 .0545 .0543 .01021 1 1,175 0.26

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0543 .C337 .02057 1 1,176 25.57

Slopz Differencas for Ethnicity 10 11 .0379 .0359 .00197 2 1,173 1.20

Intercept Dif'erences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0359 .0337 .00220 2 1,175 1.34

General Math 1985 - 1986 freshmen (Ethnicity z White, Slack & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVA6*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .0307 .0307 .00002 1 549 0.01

Sex & Ethnic ty Interattion Test 2 3 .0307 .0284 .00228 1 550 1.30

Slope Diffc:cnrces for Sex 7 8 .0234 .0233 .00006 1 §53 0.04

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0233 .0116 .01166 1 5A 6.62

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0163 .0125 .00381 1 553 2.14

intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0125 .0116 .00087 1 554 0.49

General Math 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White, SLack & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .0708 .0647 .00611 2 736 2.42

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .0647 .0601 .00459 2 738 1.81

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0473 .0452 .00205 1 744 1.60

Intercept Differences for Svx 8 9 .0452 .0351 .01013 1 745 7.90

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0457 .443 .00148 2 742 0.58

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0443 .0351 .00917 2 744 3.57

General Math 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White & Black)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAr-sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .1112 .1037 .00258 1 305 0.88

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction lost 2 3 .1087 .1081 .00060 1 306 0.21

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0922 .0922 .00203 1 309 0.01

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0922 .0330 .0592k 1 310 20.23 **

Slope Differences fcr Ethnicity 13 11 .0554 .0481 .007Li 1 309 2.38
iriteicepi Lftiens fL Ethnicity 12 .4 .01510 1 31 .

Generai Math 19E4 - 1 85 junior (Ethnicity White & Black)

3-' y interaction lest (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .0708 .0639 .00185 1 266 0.53

Se & Ethnicity Interaction Test z 3 .0689 .0671 .00183 1 267 0.53

Stop- Differences for Sex 7 8 .0619 .0605 .00138 270 0.,10

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0605 .0169 .04358 1 271 12.57

Slepe Differences fo' Etnnicity 50 11 .0268 . 04 .00647 1 270 1.79

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .u204 .0169 .00345 1 271 3.95
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';itlI 0-4. (Continued)

Comparis n 

F-Test Cocparison Full Restricted Full Restricteu N'Chage dt 0 02

General Math 1985 - 1966 JunJor (Ethricity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1102 .1043 .CO88 1 2i2 1.7

intercrpt Differences for Sex 8 9 .1043 .0430 .06138 1 223 IS.28

General Math 1Q85 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity White & BlacK) (Sex net tested)

S[ope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0623 .0599 .00241 1 195 0.50

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity il 12 .0599 .0554 .00.47 1 196 0.93

ceral Math 198 - 1985 Senie: (Etrnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex . 8 .1048 .0887 .0,606 1 230 4.13

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0887 .0783 .01037 1 231 2.63

General Math 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity = Wnite & biuck) (Sex nnt tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1109 .1091 .0018V 1 203 0.43

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1090 .0941 .01490 1 204 3.41

Algebra 1984 1 85 Freshmen (Ethnicity White & Nonwhite)

3-way Interaction Test (tSVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .1351 .1312 .00385 1 1 ,10 5.25

Sex & Etrnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1312 .1307 .00054 i ;,181 0.74

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .!295 .1224 .00713 1 1,184 9.70 *

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1224 .0488 .07352 1 1,185 99.27

Slope Vifferences for Ethnicity 10 1 '1 .0.4 -04M .01'5WI 1 1,184 4.5d

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .048 .0488 .00000 1 1,185 0.00

Algebra 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity 6h:te & Nonwiite)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVA8*sex*eth.nicity) 1 2 .1597 .1595 .00016 1 708 0.13

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1595 .1581 .00140 1 709 1.18

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1509 .1446 .90623 1 712 5.23

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1446 .0618 .08285 1 713 69.06 *

Slope Differences for Etnnicity 10 11 .0765 .0750 .P0152 1 712 1.17

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0750 .0618 .01317 1 713 10.15

Algebra 198& - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity White & Nonwhite)

3-jay Interaction Test (ASVA6sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .088o .0876 .10.0, I 871 0.43

Sex & Ethnicitv Inter ,ction Test 2 3 .0876 .0813 .063,. 1 872 6.02

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0808 .0725 .0u823 1 875 7.83 *

:ntercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0725 .0 65 .no02 1 876 43.47 A.

Slop, aifferences for Ethnicit,- 10 11 .0279 .0272 .00012 1 875 0.I

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0273 .0265 .00126 1 876 1.14

Algetra 1985 - 1986 Sephowoie (Ethnicity White & Nenwhite)

3-way Interacticn Test (ASVAB*scethnicity) 1 2 .1150 .1149 .00u08 1 61/ 0.05

Sex & Ethnicity Inteoactior Te t 2 3 .1149 .1141 .00079 1 618 0.55

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1065 .100! .00642 1 621 4.46

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1001 .0585 .,159 1 622 28.74

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0673 .0665 .00044 1 621 0.30

Intercupt Diffeiences for Ethnictty 11 12 .0668 .0585 .U0829 1 622 5.531
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ililbe 0 4. (Continued)

Ccrqs-orison 2L

F-lest Caiparison Felt Restricted Full Restricted RqChange df1  df F

Algenra 984 - 1985 Junior rEthricity White & Black)

3-Hay l't,,iCti lest (ASVAB*sex*etlIICity) 1 2 .1092 .1027 .to 650 1 490 3.57

Sex & Etr-nic ty Interacticn Tcst 2 3 .1124 .1122 .00022 1 490 0.12

Stope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1006 .0931 .0750 1 493 4.11

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0931 .0310 .0211 1 494 33.83 **

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0415 .0324 .00905 1 493 4.65

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0325 .0310 .0048 1 494 .76

AiCbFO 195 " l Ue 01ter (U hul ity net tested)

Stopr Differenen for Sex 7 3 .0831 .0591 .02410 1 273 7.18 *

Ageb-a 1985 1986 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differecces for Fthnicity 10 11 .0592 .U591 .00009 1 27: 0.03

Intercept Differences for Ethnuc,y 11 12 .0591 .038 .01928 1 274 5.51

Agebra 1984 1085 Senio, (Fthnicity not tested)

Stope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1089 .0848 .02411 1 265 7.17 *

Atrebra 1984 - 1985 Se.,eor (f.thici ty = Whte & Nonwhi*t() (Sex not tested)

Slcpe Dffcrences foi Ethnicity 10 I1 .0364 .0206 .01579 1 265 4.34

Intercept Differences for Etnnicity I1 12 .0206 .0200 .00065 1 266 0.18

Geometry 1985 - 1986 Freshuin (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1735 .1710 .00244 1 511 1.51

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1710 .1376 .03341 1 5'2 20.63

Gcoiwetry 1985 - 1986 Freshfien (Ethniciiy = WhIte, Black & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity I 11 .1476 .1461 .00148 2 §09 0.44

Intercept Differenices for Ethnity 11 12 .1461 .1376 .03850 2 511 2.54

Geofretry 1984 - 1785 Sopnecre (Ethn.c'ty not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 S .1909 .1878 .G0312 1 561 2.16

Intercept Differences for .ex 8 9 .1878 .1321 .05563 1 562 38.49

Geesntry 1984 - 1985 Sephocrre (Fthnicity - White, Btack & ispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Eth:uicty 10 11 .1444 .1351 .00938 2 559 3.07

Intr-rcept Diff-rencrs for Ethnicity 11 12 .1351 .1321 .00294 2 561 0.95

Geometr, 1985 - 1986 Sepcpiore (Ethnicity not tes.ted)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2300 .2281 .0188 1 410 1.00

Intercept Differencrs for Sex 8 V .2281 .1490 .07918 1 411 42.16

Geoi;tr 195 l 9Oa ScAIu;i,'iCe (L .hnur i = white & Ulak) (Scx o tcsted)

Slope Differc res for Ethnicit/ 10 11 .1871 .1785 .00866 371 3.95

Intercept Differunces for, Ethnicity 1i 12 .17185 .1514 .02708 1 3/2 12.26 **

Geo etry 1984 - 1935 .unior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences fhr Sx 8 .2,!7 .1828 .01093 1 305 7.23 *
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TabLr (3-4. (Continued)

Comarison 42

•st Comparison F..JI Restricted ri I Rcestricted R2Chanoe df I  df2 F

Geoietr 1984 1985 Jj-,ior (Ethnic.ty White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

,e Differences fcr Ethnicity 10 11 .1145 .1103 .00423 1 305 1.46

rccpt Differences for Ethniclt. 11 12 .110, .1103 .00000 1 306 0.00

Geon.try 1985 - 196 Junio,- (Ethricity not tested)

-, ',ifference for SC-X 7 8 .2455 .2219 .02363 1 123 3. b

-jcept Differences ior Sex 8 9 .2219 .1533 .IJ6859 1 124 lu., *

Ceonetiy 19M5 - I(-8: Jumor (Ethni.t' Wite & Nor.ahIt,) (Sc' nt I esteo)

. Differenccs . r Ethr.icity 10 11 .21.,.0 .2312 .01275 1 123 2.08

Ictout Differences for Fthnicity 11 12 .2312 .1533 .07792 1 124 12.5?

Gceor,'ry 1914 1985 Ser.iur (&thnicity r-ot testel)

e, Oifferen:es for Sex 7 8 .205P. .2056 .00013 1 107 0.02

rcept Di4ferc' es for Sex 8 9 .2057 .1959 .00971 1 108 1.32

Geoeietry 1984 - 1 8 Se;ior (Ethnicity = Write & Nonwite) (Sex nt tested)

,cDifferences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2123 .2123 .0-006 1 107 0.0!

rcept Oiff('en-es fo, Ethinicity 11 12 .2123 .1959 .0163' 1 108 2.24

General Science 1984 198 t rsLshi .n (Lthnicity, = Whitc, Piack & Hispanic)

,y u . i I s.t . , • .. 9i . 19.002. 1 2.58

& Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1897 .1829 .00680 2 1,958 8.22 "

.stent Over or Under prediction of Subcqroup 2 4 .1897 .1872 .00246 3 1,958 1.98

General. Science i8 - 1986 Fres;rr,en (Ethnicity not tested)

xv Differences for Sex 7 8 .1249 .1209 .00406 1 274 1.27

,rcept i f fercnrces f,,r Sex 8 9 .10 . 3 .02554 1 275 7.99 *

Genera! S,:ience 1985 - 1986 Fr-s.'rn (Ethnicity - White & Black) (Sex not tested)

e Dif ferences for Lthnicity ",0 11 .1099 .0960 .01389 1 240 3.75
"cept C)iffvreiccs for Ethnicity I' 12 .0960 .0953 .00069 1 241 0.18

General Scienicc 1984 t1M5 So;Auir<,re (kthnicity t White & Nunwhite)

Iy lrtQi act in Test (ASVAB*s(.,.*cthnmcity) 1 2 .2004 .2003 .00002 1 341 0.01

& Ethnicity Inteiactiorn Test 2 3 .2003 .1859 .01447 1 342 6.19

)e Differences for Sex 1 8 .1673 .161 .00321 1 345 1.33

.rcept Offtrrrce_ for Ser. 8 9 .1641 .0350 .07918 1 346 32.78 *

)e hifferences for EthniLity 10 11 .102! .0983 .00406 1 345 1.56

.rcc;,t Differences for Ethilcity 11 1? .0983 .0849 .01335 1 346 5.12

GL-neral Srience 19,5 1986 Sc;ph'.xiore (Ethroiity ri^t tetd)

)e Di'feren-c., fri Sex 7 8 .1Z22 .1422 .00000 1 183 0.00

.rcept L i ffererces f,,r Sr x 8 9 .1422 .0855 .05678 1 184 12.18
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Table 0-4. (Continued)

Comparison k2

F-Test Corarison Full Restricted 1,.l Restricted R2Change dfi df2 F

General Science 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White & Siack) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1417 .1403 .00130 1 158 0.24

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1404 .1001 .04026 1 159 7.45

Genera' Science 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1527 .1469 .00582 1 258 1.77

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1469 .1046 .04233 1 259 12.85

General Science 1985 - 198o Junior (Ethni'ity z White & Norwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 11) 11 .1129 .1127 .00019 1 258 0.05

Intercept Diferences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1128 .1046 .00818 1 259 2.39

General Scie'ce 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Stope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1035 .1022 .00131 1 182 0.27

Intercept Ditferences for Sex 8 9 .1022 .0580 .04415 1 183 9.00

icIogy I - II 1984 - 1985 Frtshmen (Ethnicity not tested)

Slcp Differences for Sex 7 8 .2174 .2163 .00105 1 299 0.40

Irtercept DOfferenc-- for Sex 8 9 .2163 .1554 .06097 5 300 23.34 *

Biology I - I1 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

S'or" 0)ffr-re'. fo'- Fthnicritv 10 11 .1618 .1575 .00431 1 299 1.54

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1575 .1554 .00216 1 300 0.77

Biology I - II 1985 - 19&j Freshnen (Ethnicity = White & Black)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sCx*ethnicity) 1 2 .1294 .1286 .00087 1 .120 1.12

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1302 .1299 .00031 1 1,120 0.40

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1293 .1278 .00154 1 1,123 1.98

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1278 .0677 .06013 1 1,124 77.49

Stope. Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0692 .0687 .00049 1 1,123 0.59

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0687 .0677 .00105 1 1,124 1.27

Biology I - II 1984 - 1985 Sopho.oie (Ethnicity = White, Black & Ispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASvAB'sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .1676 .1654 .00224 2 1,371 1.85

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1654 .1627 .00267 2 1,373 2.20

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1466 .1368 .00982 1 1,379 15.88

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0956 .0936 .00231 2 1,377 1.53

Intercept Differences fo= Ethnicity 11 12 .0936 .0906 00297 2 1,379 2.26

Biology I - II 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1628 .1461 .01664 1 335 6.66

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 ..461 .0451 .10105 1 336 39.76

Biology I - II 1985 - 1986 Scph.:cre (Ethncity L Whil,., A!,ck & HisFmnnc (S&r r.'t t,,stcd)

SLope Differerces for Ethnicity 10 11 .0507 .0477 .003103 2 333 0.53

Intercept Differe-ces for Ethnicity 11 12 .04?7 .0451 .00259 2 335 0.46
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Table 0-4. (Continued)

Comparison P
2

F-Test Comparison Full Restricted Full Restricted R
2
Change dfl df2

Biology I - !1 198. - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Nrnwhite)

3-way Interaction lest (ASvABsex*ethnicity) 1 2 .1870 .1870 .00005 1 397 0.02

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1870 .1869 .00004 1 398 0.02

Slope Diffe:cnces for Sex 7 8 .1820 .1820 .00002 1 401 0.01

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1820 .1026 .07938 1 402 39.01

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1044 .1039 .00056 1 401 0.25

Intercept Differences "or Ethnicity 11 12 .1039 .1026 .00127 1 402 0.57

Biology I - II 1985 - 198 Jun-or (EthniciLy r. , tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2267 .2249 .00182 1 147 0.35

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2249 .0979 .12701 1 148 24.25

Biology I - 1I 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethn~city not tested)

Slope Differences for SeA 7 8 .3359 .3297 .00614 1 195 1.80

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .3297 .2366 .09312 1 196 27.23 **

Biology I - Ii 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity - White & Black) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .3027 .3026 .00015 1 176 0.04

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .3026 .2393 .06329 1 177 16.06

Lneinistry I - ii 1965 - i966 Fresnrie (Ethnicity i.ut %vstv)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1089 .1065 .00233 1 128 0.34

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1065 .0467 .05983 1 129 8.64 *

Chemisty 1 II 1984 - 1985 Sophomre 'Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differenceq for Sex 7 8 .1370 .1244 .01255 1 168 2.44

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1244 .0598 .06467 1 169 12.,,8

Chemistry I - 11 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethricity rot tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1045 .0922 .01227 1 430 5.89

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0922 .0196 .07263 1 431 34.49

Chemistry I - II 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1443 .1417 .00257 1 426 1.28

Intercept Differences for SeK 8 9 .1417 .0511 .09064 1 427 45.09 **

Chenistry 1 II 1984 . 1985 Junior (Fthnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0536 .0524 .00122 1 426 0.55

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0524 .0511 .00132 1 427 0.60

Chemistry I 1I 1985 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Sle- Differences. for Sex 7 8 .1526 .1376 .01506 1 137 2.44

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1376 .0345 .10308 1 138 16.49

Cheoistry I II 1985 - 1986 .IJunior (Ethr,i' ty White & Nonwhite) (Sex ircit tcrtcd)

Slope Differences fur Ethnicity 10 1 .040/ .0394 .00128 1 137 0.18

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0394 .0345 .00"3 1 138 0.71
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Table 0-4. (Continued)

Corrarison R
2

F-Test Comparison Full Restricted Full Restricted P
2
Change dfl df2 F

Chemistry I - II 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differenceq for Sex 7 8 .1505 .1497 .00075 1 156 0.14

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1497 .1359 .01381 1 157 2.55

Chemistry I - II 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1540 .1384 .01553 1 156 2.86

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1384 .1359 .00251 1 157 0.46

Physics I - 1! 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1261 .1195 .00660 1 166 1.25

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .119' .0342 .08526 1 167 16.17

Goverrxent & Civics 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity not tsOted)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1779 .1748 .00317 1 344 1.33

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1748 .1327 .04?08 1 345 17.59 **

Government & Civics 1984 - 1985 Scpah.omore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1104 .1063 .00401 1 155 0.70

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1063 .0354 .P'097 1 156 12.39

Governiment & Civics 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Difference3 for Sex 7 8 .0812 .0721 .00908 1 417 4.12

Intercept Differences fcr Scx 8 9 .0721 .0252 .04695 1 418 21.15

Government & Civics 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White & Hisp;,nic) (Sex not teted)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0614 .0612 .00028 1 388 0.12

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0611 .0252 .03598 1 389 14.91

Goverrnent & Civics 1981. - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1803 .1722 .00805 1 456 4.48

Interccpt Differences for Sex 8 9 .1722 .0952 .07706 1 457 42.54

Guverruient & Civics 1984 - 1985 junior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1114 .1098 .00167 1 456 0.86

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 1I 12 .1098 .0952 .01459 1 457 7.49 *

Covernment & Civics 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity z White & Black)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVABsex*ethnicity) 1 2 .1753 .1752 .00017 1 707 0.15

Sex & kthnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1752 .1746 .00053 1 708 0.45

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1708 .1508 .02002 1 711 17.17

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0745 .071'- .00299 1 711 2.30

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 1? .0715 .071t. 00011 1 712 0.08

Govjerryent & Civics 1984 1985 Senior (ELhn~city W White & black)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVA9*seA'eth,,irity) 1 2 .1709 .1707 .00016 1 602 0.12

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1707 .I 7 .001n 1 603 1.45

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1632 .1631 .00007 1 606 0.05

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1631 .1114 .05170 1 607 37.50

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1133 ..132 .00006 1 606 0.04

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 'I 12 1132 .1114 .00176 1 607 1.20
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Table D-4. (Continued)

Com'parisor R
2

F-Test Comparison Full Restricted Full Restricted R
2
Change dfl df2 F

History 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic)

3-iay Intc.action Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2156 .2144 .00123 2 1,319 1.03

S~x & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2144 .2114 .00294 2 1,321 2.47

Stope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2098 .2074 .00234 1 1,327 3.94

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2074 .1300 .07740 1 1,328 129.68 '*

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1352 .1315 .00363 2 1,325 2.78

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1316 .1300 .00152 2 1,327 1.16

History 1985 - 1986 Freshimen (Ethnicity = White & Slack)

3'way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicixy) 1 2 .1649 .1628 .00214 1 1,344 3.45

SeA & Ethnic:ty Interaction Test 2 3 .1654 .1653 .00011 1 1,344 0.18

Slope Differefices for Sex 7 8 .1639 .1603 .00363 1 1,347 5.86

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1602 .1187 .04155 1 1,348 66.69

Stope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1218 .1217 .00005 1 1,347 0.08

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1217 .1187 .00301 1 1,348 4.62

History 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity W hite & Black)

3-way Interacticn Test (ASVAB*scxethnicity) 1 2 .1760 .1731 .00281 1 1,431 4.87

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1758 .1748 .00096 1 1,431 1.67

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1714 .168 .00255 1 1,434 4.42

Iltercept Ciffelenres for Se - 8 9 .16&9 .1077 .16117 1 1,435 105.61

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1160 .1157 .00029 1 1,434 0.48

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1157 .1077 .00798 1 1,435 12.96 *

History 19P,5 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity White, Black & ispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .1729 .-166, .00636 2 1,466 5.64

Sex & Exhnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1728 .168. .004/2 2 1,467 3.92

Slope Differences for Set 7 8 .1559 .1484 .00747 1 1,4T3 13.04

Stope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0942 .0917 .00251 2 1,471 2.04

Intercept bifferences for Ethnicity 1i 12 .0917 .07oT1 .0?154 2 1,473 17.46 *

Hostory 1984 - 1935 Junior (Ethnicity White & Black)

3-woy Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2105 .2C98 .00071 1 1,102 0.99

Sex t Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2098 .2(93 .00055 1 1,103 0.77

slop, Differences for Sex 7 8 .2043 .1;49 .00940 1 1,106 13.07

Stopf Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1208 .1208 .00001 1 1,106 0.02

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1208 .1041 .01662 1 1,107 20.92

History 1985 - 1986 junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Siupo'i Differences for Se 7 8 .1623 .1479 .01440 1 428 7.36

History 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity White & Block) (Sex not tested)

Slopc Diffcrences for Ehricity 10 11 .0713 .0696 .00169 1 439 0,75

Intercept Differences for "thnicity 11 12 .0696 .0552 .01441 1 410 6.35
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Table D-4. (Continued)

Comparison R
2

F-Test Comrparison Full Restricted Full Restricted R
2
Change dfl df2 F

History 1981. - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2692 .2602 .00900 I 423 5.21

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2602 .1990 .06124 1 424 35.09

History 1984 - 1985 Sejiir (Etnicity = White & SLack) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2479 .2450 .00285 1 402 1.53

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2450 .2094 .03564 1 403 19.02 **

Foreign Language 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1657 .1634 .00235 i 1,012 2.85

Intercept Differences ior Sex 8 9 .1634 .0737 .08968 1 1,013 108.58

Foreign Lang-age 1984 - 1985 Freshrin (Ethnicity = White, Blark & Hispanic) (Sex riot tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0799 .0792 .00070 2 1,010 0.38

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0792 .0737 .00550 2 1,012 3.02

Foreign Language 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Diffe-ences for Sex 7 8 .1219 .1113 .01054 1 797 9.57 *

Foreign Language 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slo.e Differe-ces for Fthnirity 10 11 ,055 .0439 .00963 2 795 4.05

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0439 .0407 .00323 2 797 1.35

Foreign Language 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1555 .1424 .01310 1 892 13.84

Foreign la.nguage 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic) (Sex not tPsted)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0401 .0303 .00982 2 890 4.55

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0303 .0290 .00130 2 892 0.60

Foreign Language 1985 - 1986 Sophcinore (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite)

A-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex'ethnicity) 1 2 .1310 .1308 .00011 1 604 0.08

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1308 .1303 .00055 i 605 0.38

Slope Differences for Scx 7 8 .1218 .1138 .00806 1 608 5.58

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1138 .0280 .08583 1 609 58.98

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0340 .0296 .00438 1 608 2.75

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0296 .0280 .00161 1 609 1.01

Foreign Language 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1576 .1575 .00018 1 480 0.10

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1575 .0333 .12418 1 481 70.89 *'

Foreign Longuage 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity = Whitc, black & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0531 .0445 .00868 2 478 2.19

Intercept Differences for Ethiicity 11 12 .0445 .0333 .01119 2 480 2.81
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Table 0-4. (Continued)

Corrparison P
2

F-Test Comparisor, Full Restricted Full Restricted R
2
Change dfl df2 F

Foreig' Language 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1539 .1539 .00001 1 247 0.00

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1539 .0599 .09398 1 248 27.55

Foreign Language 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethn~city z White & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0317 .0276 .00408 1 205 0.86

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0276 .0275 .00011 1 206 0.02

Foreign Language 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1094 .1094 .00001 1 224 0.0.:

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1094 .0658 .04361 1 225 11.0; *

Foreign Language 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity = White & Hispan-c) (Sex not tested)

Slcpe Differences for Ethr.city 10 11 .0314 .0282 .00325 1 185 0.62

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0282 .0275 .00062 1 186 0.12

Secretary & Office Education 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Stcoe Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0416 .0413 .00031 1 215 0.07

Intercept Differences for Et;inicity 11 12 .0413 .0384 .00284 1 216 0.64

Scretar} & Office Educc-tion 1984 1985 Senior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0379 .0375 .00037 1 220 0.08

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0375 .0308 .00672 1 221 1.54

Typing & Word Processing 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity not tested)

SItoe Differences for Sex 7 8 .1794 .1707 .00868 1 507 5.36

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1707 .1308 .03986 1 508 24.42 *

Typing & Word Processing 1984-1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1333 .1321 .00120 2 505 0.35

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1321 .1308 .00126 2 507 0.37

Typing & Word Processing 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity not tested)

tope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1265 .1261 .00036 1 492 0.20

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1261 .0721 .05404 1 493 30.49

Typing & Word Processing 1985-1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0715 .0672 .00434 1 445 2.08

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0672 .0656 .00156 1 446 0.75

Typing & Word Processing 1984 - 1985 Soplomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1268 .1212 .00559 1 631 4.04

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1212 .0443 .07694 1 632 55.33 *

Typing & Word Processing 1984-1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White, Biack & Hipanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0481 .0454 .00277 2 629 0.92

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0454 .0443 .00108 2 631 0.36
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TabLe D-4. (Continued)

Comparison R
2

F-Test Comparison Full Restricted Full Restricted R
2
Change dfl df2 F

Typing & Word Processing 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Diiferences for Sex 7 8 .1317 .1058 .02596 1 405 12.06 ..

Typing & Word Processing 1985-1986 Sophomore (Ethnicit/ = White & Black) (Sex not tested)

Stooe Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0706 .0706 .00001 1 374 0.00

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0706 .0657 .00492 1 375 1.98

Typing & Word Processing 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity nut tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1728 .1627 .01006 1 391 4.76

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1627 .0447 .11798 1 392 55.24 *

Typing & Word Processing 1984-1985 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Black) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0484 .0484 .00000 1 359 0.00

Inte'cept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0434 .0480 .00037 1 360 0.14

Typing & Word Processing 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1281 .1146 .01341 1 221 3.40

Intercept Differences for SeA 8 9 .1147 .0441 .07052 1 222 17.68

Typing & Word Processing 1985-1086 Junior (Ethnicity White & Nonwhite) (Sex riot tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 1i .0835 .0691 .01437 1 221 3.47

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0691 .0441 .02500 1 222 5.96

Typinq & Word Processing 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

SLope Differencirs ft Sex 7 8 .1064 .1064 .00004 1 216 0.01

Intercept Differenc. for Sex 8 9 .1064 .0546 .05175 1 217 12.57 *

Accounting/Bookkeeping 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1694 .1537 .01570 1 311 5.88

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1537 .0591 .09466 1 312 34.90

Acccunting/Bookkeeping 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1771 .1b82 .00888 1 239 2.51

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1682 .0238 .14445 1 240 41.6t

Accounting/Bockkeeping 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0979 .0901 .00777 1 185 1.59

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0901 .0210 .06911 1 186 14.13

Accounting/Bookkeeping 1984 • 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

SLope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1398 .1389 .00086 1 247 0.25

Intercept Difterenc. !or- Sex 8 9 .1389 .0411 .09781 1 248 28.17 *

Home Economics 1984 - 1985 Freshren (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1938 .1937 .00005 1 547 0.04

Intercept Differences for Scx 8 9 .1937 .1073 .08645 1 548 58.76
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lable D-4. (Contirnued)

Comrr arison R
2

F-Test Comparison FuLl Restricted Full Restricted R
2
Change dfI df2 F

Home Economics 1984-1985 Freshm-n (Ethnicity White & Black) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1802 .1T99 .00037 1 519 0.24

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1799 .0990 .08085 1 520 51.26**

Home Economics 1955 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1855 .1797 .00583 1 312 2.23

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1797 .0640 .11572 1 313 44.15

Home Economics 1985-1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slcpe Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0765 .0750 .00151 1 312 0.51

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0750 .0640 .01100 1 313 3.72

Home Economics 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1654 .1654 .00004 1 321 0.01

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1654 .0636 .10175 1 322 39.26

Home Economics 1984-1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1142 .1110 .00313 1 321 1.13

Intercept Differences for Fthnicity 11 12 .1110 .0636 .04738 1 3 z 17.16*

Home Economics 1I85 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1363 .1348 .00159 1 394 0.73

Intercept Differences fo
r 

Sex 8 9 .1347 .0373 .09746 1 395 44.49

HcaTe Economics 1985-1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0449 .0427 .00221 1 394 0.91

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0427 .0373 .00537 1 395 2.22

H'.An. Economics 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Stope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1080 .1069 .00111 1 279 0.35

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1069 .0377 .06926 1 280 21.72

Home Economics 1984-1985 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

SLope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0515 .0502 .00126 1 279 0.37

Intercept Differences for Fthnicity 11 12 .0502 .0377 .01256 1 280 3.70

Home Economics 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1746 .1722 .00236 1 358 1.02

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1722 .0094 .16283 1 359 70.62 **

Home Economics 1985-1986 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .02-,6 .0220 .00054 1 358 0.20

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 1i 12 .0220 .0094 .01264 1 359 4.64

Home Economics 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

SLope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1447 .1443 .00038 1 318 0.14

!ntercept Differenres for Sex 8 9 .1443 .0543 .09002 1 319 33.56 **
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Table D-4. (Concluded)

Comparison R
2

F-Test Ccaparison Full Restricted Furl Restricted R-Change dfl df2 F

Wome Economics 1984-1985 Senior CEthnicity = Wite & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0572 .0547 .00245 1 318 0.83

intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0548 .0543 .00046 1 319 0.15

Computer Programming 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1718 .1678 .00406 1 227 1.11

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1678 .0354 .13239 1 228 36.27 **

Computer Programming 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2341 .2340 .00003 1 240 0.01

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2340 .1298 .10421 1 241 32.79

Computer Programning 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2065 .2034 .00303 1 157 0.60

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2034 .0363 .16711 1 158 33.15

Computer Progranr.ing 1934 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1027 .1027 .00007 152 0.01

Intercept Ditferences for Sex 8 9 .1027 .0936 .00909 1 153 1.55

* P < .01.

** P < .001.
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Table 0-5. F Tests of Significance for Business & Clerical Composite

Corparison R
2

F-Test Comparison Full Restricted Full Restricted R2Change dfi df2 F

English - IV 1984 - 1985 Freshrmen (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*,ex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2634 .2628 .00059 2 2,422 0.96

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2628 .2558 .00702 2 2,424 11.54

Consistent Over or Under prediction of Subgroup 2 4 .2628 .2494 .01345 3 2,424 14.75 

Slope Differences for Sex 2 5 .2628 .2609 .00192 1 2,424 6.30

English I - IV 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*se?*ethnicity) 1 2 .2121 .2110 .00103 2 1,989 1.30

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2110 .2071 .00391 2 1,991 4.94

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1849 .1845 .00033 1 1,997 0.81

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1845 .1716 .01288 1 1,998 31.56 **

Slope Differences for Ethncity 10 11 .1892 .1793 .00990 2 1,995 12.17

English I - IV 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASvAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2896 .2885 .00107 2 2,296 1.7"3

Sex & Cthnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2885 .2876 .00094 2 2,298 1.53

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2831 .2789 .00413 1 2,304 13.28 **

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2639 .2632 .00071 2 2,302 1.11

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2632 .2605 .00268 2 2,30L 4.19

English I - IV 1985 - 1986 Sophomaore (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2323 .2312 .00109 2 1,942 1.38

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2312 .2305 .00073 2 1,944 0.93

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2122 .2084 .00379 1 i,950 9.39 *

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2084 .1816 .02677 1 1,951 65.98

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1987 .1943 .00434 2 1,948 5.28 *

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1943 .1816 .01267 2 1,950 15.33 *

English I - IV 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2407 .2404 .00025 2 1,721 0.28

Sex 9 Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2404 .24C2 .00025 2 1,723 0.28

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2303 .2246 .00575 1 1,729 12.92

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1896 .1859 .00372 2 !,727 3.96

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1859 .1829 .00303 2 1,729 3.22

English I - IV 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Btack)

3-say Intcraction Test (ASVA3ccthr~icty) 1 2 .2190 .2181 .00088 ,25 1.42

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2181 .2181 .00000 1 1,259 0.00

Sope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2166 .2084 .00820 1 1,262 13.24

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1595 .1594 .00009 1 1,262 0.14

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1594 .1590 .00039 1 1,263 0.59

English I- Iv 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB'sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .1898 .1862 .00360 2 1,275 2.83

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1862 .160 .00020 2 1,277 0.16

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1776 .1741 .00351 1 1,283 5.47

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1741 .1599 01413 1 1,284 21.97

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 Ii .1658 .1621 .00369 2 1,281 2.8 ,

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1621 .1599 .00216 2 1,283 1.65
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Table D-5, (Continued)

Corparison R
2

F-Test Coparison Full Restricted Full Restricted R
2
Change dfl dt2 F

General Math 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity = Wlite, Black & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .1136 .1119 .00170 2 1,167 1.12

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1119 .1091 .00278 2 1,169 1.83

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1063 .1061 .00015 1 1,175 G.19

intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .061 .1053 .00082 1 1,176 1.08

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1080 .1067 .00130 2 1 ,173 0.85

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1067 ,1053 .00139 2 1,175 0.91

General Math 1985 - 1986 Freshimen (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .0452 .0452 .00002 1 5 9 0.01

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .0452 .0415 .00374 1 550 2.16

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0385 .0363 .00221 1 553 1.27

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0363 .0347 .00159 1 554 0.91

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0376 .0348 .00278 1 553 1 60

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0348 .0347 .00004 1 554 0.03

GeneraL Math 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity = white, Black & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVA6*sex*cthnicity) 1 2 .1209 .1134 .00753 2 736 3.15

Sex e Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1134 .1099 .00348 2 738 1.45

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1084 .1079 .00051 1 744 0.43

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1079 .1079 .00005 1 745 0.0.

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1093 .1091 .UUU3 1 /42 0.10

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1091 .1079 .3012l 2 744 0.50

Gene-al Math 1985 - 1986 Sophomre (Ethnicity = White & Black)

3-way Interaction Tect (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .1076 .1G74 .00017 1 305 0.06

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1074 .1042 .00319 1 306 1.09

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0817 .0814 .00023 1 309 0.08

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0814 .0587 .02274 1 310 7.67

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0795 .0794 .00010 1 309 0.03

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0794 .0587 .02072 1 310 6.96

General Math 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity White & Black)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAR*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .0741 .0738 .00037 1 266 0.11

Sex & Etrinicity Interaction Test 2 3 .0738 .0734 .00040 1 267 0.11

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0635 .0633 .00019 1 270 0.05

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0633 .0464 .01689 1 271 4.89

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .051 45 .0543 .000i4 i 27C 0.04

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0543 .0464 .00789 1 271 2.26

General Math 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1045 .1044 .00002 1 222 0.00

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1044 .0921 .01231 i 223 3.06

General Math 1905 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Black) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1317 .1316 .00008 1 195 0.02

Intercept Differences far Ethnicity 11 12 .1316 .1,86 .01303 1 196 2.94
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Table D-5. (Continued)

Co iparison R
2

F-lest Comparison FuLl Restricted Full Restricted R
2
Change dfl df2 F

General Moth 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0638 .0637 .00006 1 230 0.01

Intecept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0637 .0635 .0C021 1 231 0.05

General Math 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity =White & Black) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1083 .1074 .00084 1 203 0.19

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1074 .0654 .04202 1 204 9.60

Algebra 198. - 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity White & Nonwhite)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB'sex'ethnicity) 1 2 .2054 .2045 .00092 1 1,180 1.37

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2045 .204, .00007 1 1,181 0.11

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2037 .2028 .00083 1 1,1014 1.23

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2028 .1875 .01536 1 1,185 22.83 *

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1895 .1835 .00102 1 1,184 1.49

Intercept Differences for Fthnicity 11 12 .1885 .1875 .00103 1 1,185 1.51

ALgebra 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicit White & Nonwhite)

3-way interaction Test (ASVAB*scx*ethncity) 1 2 .2042 .2u36 .00066 1 708 0.59

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2036 .2023 .00123 1 709 1.10

Slope Diffe!rences for Sex 7 8 .1813 .1808 .00040 1 712 0.4:

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1808 .1663 .01458 1 713 12.69

Slope Differences for Fthnicity 10 11 -1845 .1798 .00..0 1 (11 4.1U

Intercept Differences for Ethricity 11 12 .1798 .1663 .01356 1 713 11.78 *

Algebra 1984 - 1985 Siphyrore (Ethnicity White & Nonwhite)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .1720 .1720 .0GO00 1 871 0.00

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1720 .1650 .00704 1 872 7.42 *

Slope Difference', for Sex 7 8 .1648 .1575 .00727 I 875 7.62 *

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 1575 .1521 .00544 1 876 5.66

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1524 .1524 .00002 1 875 0.02

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1523 .1520 .00030 1 376 0.31

Algebra 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite)

3-way Intraction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .1398 .1397 .00015 1 617 0.11

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1397 .1371 .00259 1 618 1.86

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1276 .1269 .00068 1 621 0.48

!ntercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1269 .1237 .00321 1 622 2.29

S-c,p e Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1314 .1294 .1l096 i 621 1.40

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1294 .1237 .00568 i 622 4.06

Algebra 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity White & Black)

3-way Intcraction Test (ASVAB~sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2158 .2157 .00006 1 489 0.03

Sex 9 Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2157 .213? .00252 1 490 1.57

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1984 .1967 .00170 I 4Q; 1.05

intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .967 .1860 .01067 1 494 6.56

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2009 .182 .0,265 1 493 7.80

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1882 .1860 .00225 1 494 1.37
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Table D-5. (Continued)

Coriparison RL

F-Test Compar"son Fill Restricted Full Restricted R
2
Change dfl df2 F

Algebra 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Difterences for Sex 7 8 .1453 .1388 .00647 1 273 2.07

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1388 .1380 .00082 1 274 0.26

Algebra 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhito) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1618 .1440 .01785 1 273 5.82

intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1440 .1380 .00601 1 274 1.92

Algebra 198. 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1317 .1260 .0C574 1 265 1.75

Intercppt Differences for Sex 8 9 .1260 .1053 .02065 1 266 6.28

Algebra 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Fthnicity 10 1, .1216 .1005 .01214 1 265 3.66

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1095 .1053 .00414 1 266 1.24

Geometry 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Etnnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2084 .2072 .00112 1 514 0.73

Intercept Differences for Sex P 9 .2072 .2071 .00008 1 512 0.05

Geoetry 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White, SLck & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

stope uitterences tor tthnicity lu 11 .2 14r .213o .OOi2o 2 509 0.4i

Intercept Difference. for Ethniuizy 11 12 .2136 .2071 .00649 2 511 2.11

Gcometry 1984 - 1985 Sophcmore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1684 .1658 .00264 1 561 1.78

Intercept Differeices for Sex 8 9 .16 8 .1657 .00004 1 562 0.02

Gecofetry 1984 - 1985 Sophomee (Ethnicitv White, Blatk & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 1U 11 .1696 .1661 .00346 2 559 1.17

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1661 .1657 .00)'0 2 561 0.13

Gec4mry 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethni'ity not tested)

Slope Differercco tor Sex 7 a .1797 .1797 .00000 1 410 0.00

lntercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1797 .1782 .00151 1 411 0.76

Geoitry 1985 - 1986 Scphoore (Ethnicity = White & Black) (Sex not tested)

S!ope Differencer for Ethnicity 10 11 .2464 .2117 .0346- 1 371 17.0

GeorZ-ry 1934 - 1935 Jur.;or (Ethnicity not testO,

Slop,: Differences fol Sex 7 8 .1458 .1429 .00296 1 305 1.06

intecept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1429 .1392 .0037? 1 306 1.33

Geometry 1984 - 1985 JLriOr (Ethicity = Wnite & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Cthnicity 10 11 .148 .1392 .00562 1 30n 2.00

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .139? .1392 .00000 1 306 0.00
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Tabie 0-5. (Continued)

Corriar i son R
2

ct Corripiriscn Full Restricted Fult Restricted R2Chsnge df1 df2 F

Geometry 1985 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

,e Differenccs for Sex 7 8 .1178 .1175 .00033 1 123 0.05

rcept Difterences for Sex 8 9 .1175 .1175 .OO00 1 124 0.00

Gcoretry 1985 - 198 6 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

,e Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .3033 .2405 .06284 1 123 11.09 *

Geomietry 1984 - 1985 Senro' (Ethnicity not tested)

-e D!fferenc e for Sex 7 8 .1894 .1809 .00848 1 107 1.12

rc- pt Differenc.s for Sex P 9 .1809 .1710 .00992 1 108 1.31

Geovictry 1984 1985 Seniur (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

e 0ifferencs fur [thnicity 10 11 .2160 .2036 .0123; 1 107 1.69

rcept Diffvrcrcc for Etrnicity 11 12 .2036 .1710 .03266 1 108 4.43

Calculus 19835 1986 Junior (Ethnicity i-ot tested)

,e Diffcrence. for Sex 7 8 .0936 .0832 .01044 1 147 1.69

rcept O1ffercrces for Sex 8 9 .0832 .0750 .00815 1 148 1.32

Gcneral cience 1984 - 1981, Ff cshricn (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic)

y Irtercton Test (ASVA9*teA*ethr,,(ty) 1 2 .2676 .2650 .00261 2 1,956 3.48
& y I,'r qtnln T..r 3 .6s( .2556 .00938 2 1,958 12.50

istent Over or Under prediction of Subgroup 2 4 .2650 .2578 .00718 3 1,958 6.38 "

e Difference, for Sex 2 5 .2650 .2649 .00009 1 1,958 0.24

Gerr-rai Science '. 85 - 1986 Freshfrnen (Ethnicity not tested)

- Diference, for Sex 7 8 .1071 .1037 .00340 1 274 1.04

rcpt Differences for Sex 8 9 .1037 .1025 .00120 1 275 0.37

General Scierce 19P,5 - 1986 Freshmen (Fthnicity = White & I!,ack) (Sex not tested)

e Diffeences for [thnicity 10 11 .1405 .1047 .03580 1 240 10.00 *

General SLicfec 19P4 - 19"(0 Sopnimore (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite)
y Interaction Test (ASVAd* ,exAeth'icity) 1 2 .27Gs .2599 .00063 1 341 0.29

9 Ethnricity Iit er tion Te'. 2 3 .2699 .2538 .01606 1 342 7.52 *

-e Dlfferencc, for Sex 7 8 .2426 .2383 .0GI34 1 345 1.98

rcept Differences for Sec 8 9 .2383 .2287 .00956 1 346 4.34

e Difftrenes for Ethnicity 10 11 .2433 .2390 .00427 1 345 1.95

rccpt Diffecnces for Ethnic.ity 11 12 .2390 .2287 .01032 1 346 4.69

Gererat S.ierice 1985 - I''6 Sphooi rrw (Lthnirity not tested)

t Differer-ces for Sex 7 8 .1232 .1232 .00001 1 183 0.00

rc('t Differ,,nceu, for I5e, 8 9 .1232 .1118 .01140 1 184 2.39

G,,cr at S'itr.ice lv, - 1-"86 bolh .re (Ethnicil'/ = W ite & 6',ck) (Sex r.ot tested)

e Uiffeicroc. for Ethnicity 10 11 .2002 .19C7 .00956 1 158 1.89

rcelpt l) iffereIes for Ithfii, ty 11 1? .1907 .1361 .05459 1 159 10.72 *
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Table 0-5. (Continued)

Comparison R
2

F-Test Comparison Full Restricted Full Restricted R
2
Change dfI df2 F

General Science 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for S'x 7 8 .0896 .0840 .00565 1 174 1.08

Intercept Differences foi Sex 8 9 .0840 .0746 .00938 1 175 1.79

General Sience 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity = White 8 Biack) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1697 .1691 .00058 1 149 0.10

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1691 .0866 .08243 1 150 14.88

General Science 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .184S .1782 .00660 1 258 2.09

Intercept Differenccs for Sex 8 9 .1782 .1766 .00169 1 259 0.53

General Science 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity =White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope D;fferences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2079 .1829 .02493 1 258 8.12

General Science 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0723 .0721 .00018 1 182 0.03

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0721 .0604 .01171 1 183 2.31

Biotogy 1 - II 184 - 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity not testeD)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2172 .2170 .0022 1 299 0.09

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2170 .2145 .00247 1 300 0.95

Biology I - II 1984 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2170 .2158 .00126 1 299 0.48

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2158 .2145 .00126 1 300 0.48

Biology - II 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White & Black)

3- ay Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .1820 .1800 .00197 1 1,119 2.69

Sex & Etnriicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1800 .1799 .00012 1 1,120 0.17

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1716 .1704 .00116 1 1,123 1.57

intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1704 .1616 .00884 1 1,124 11.98 **

Stop- Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1689 1620 .00690 1 1,123 9.32

Intercept Differences for Fthnicity 11 12 .1620 .1616 .00040 1 1,124 0.54

Biology I - II 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White, Btack & Hispanic)

3-way interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2489 .2483 .00053 2 1,371 0.49

Sex & Ethnicity interaction Test 2 3 .2483 .21.15 .00684 2 1,373 6.24 *

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2301 .2284 .00166 1 1,379 2.97

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2284 .2257 .00275 1 1,380 4.92

Slope Differences for Fthnicity 10 11 .2374 .2322 .00115 2 1,377 4.65 *

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2322 .2257 .00655 2 1,379 5.86 *

Biology I - I 1925 - 1986 Sophoor mi. (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2543 .2467 nn755 1 335 3.39

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2467 .2206 .02611 1 336 11.64 *

469



Table D-5. (Continued)

Comparison R
2

F-lest Comparison Full Restricted Full Restricted R
2
Change dfl df2 F

Biology I - if 1985 - IQ86 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2324 .2240 .00836 2 333 1.81

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2240 .2206 .00340 2 335 0.7-3

Biology I - 1I 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity - White & Nonwhite)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAs*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2423 .2415 .00081 1 397 0.43

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2415 .2364 .00511 1 398 2.68

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2205 .2188 .00171 1 401 0.88

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 21M8 .2123 .00650 1 402 3.34

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2269 .2125 .01437 1 401 7.45

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2125 .2123 .00023 1 402 0.12

Biology I - I! 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .3898 .3o*
1  

.02873 1 147 6.92

Biology I - 11 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .3017 .2993 .00238 1 195 0.66

Intercept Differences for Ser 8 0 .2993 .2911 .00822 1 196 2.30

Biology I - IP 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity = White & Etack) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .369a .3680 .00183 1 176 0.51

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .W80 .306/ .06123 1 17? 17.15

Chemistry I - I 1985 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2263 .2243 .00205 1 128 0.34

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2243 .2162 .00808 1 I.9 1.34

Chemistry I - II 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ettnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0946 .0738 .02084 1 168 3.87

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0-38 .0643 .00951 1 169 1.73

Chemistry I - II 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1354 .1331 .00253 I 430 1.16

Intercept Differences for Se. 8 9 .1331 .1139 .01920 1 431 9.55 '

Chemistry 1 II 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2021 .1990 .00309 1 426 1.65

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1990 .1772 .02182 1 427 11.63 **

Chemistry I II 198. 1985 Junioi (Ethnicity White & Nonwhite) (Sex not teitcd)

Slope Difierences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2199 .1927 .02721 1 426 14.86 *

Chemistry II 193, - 1986 Juio (Ethnicity not tested)

Slowe Differences for Sex 7 8 .1556 .1554 .00017 1 13? 0.03

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1554 .1197 .03569 1 138 5.83
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Table 0-5. (Continued)

Corparison R
2

F-Test Comparison Futi Restricted Full Restricted P.
2
Change dfi df2 F

Chemistry I - II 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1277 .1229 .00486 1 137 0.76

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1229 .1197 .00318 1 138 0.50

Chemistry I - II 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2054 .2044 .00099 I 156 0.19

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2044 .2011 .00333 1 157 0.66

Chemistry I - II 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex riot tested)

SLope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2243 .2014 .02293 156 4.61

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2014 .2011 .00n3u 1 157 0.06

Plysics I 1I 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .169,'. .1568 .01262 1 232 3.52

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1563 .1401 .01672 1 233 4.62

Physics I - 1I 1984 - 1985 Senior '[trinicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex / 8 .1391 .1369 .00221 1 166 0.43

intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1369 .1219 .01498 1 167 2.9 1

Goverrient & Civics 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for SeA 7 t .2142 .2142 .00001 1 344 0.00

Intercept Di fferr,ces for Sex 8 9 .2742 .2742 .00006 1 345 0.03

Government & Civics 1984 - 1985 Sophomore 'Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2035 .1896 .01384 1 155 2.69

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1896 .1752 .01447 1 156 2.79

Goverrnment & Civics 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences foi Sex 7 8 .2073 .1980 .00929 1 411 4.89

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1980 .1902 .00779 1 418 4.06

Government L Civic-, 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White F wispanic) (SvX nDt tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnict>, 10 11 .2348 .2345 -00032 1 388 0.16

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2345 .2153 .01924 1 389 9.78 *

Goverrnvent & Civics 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

SLope Differences for Sex 1 8 .2377 .2368 .00092 1 456 0.55

Intercept Differences for SeA 8 9 .2368 .2342 .00262 1 457 1.57

Governmtent & Civi,::. '984 1985 Juni-(i (ithtiicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex nit tLsted)

Slope Differer.ces for Ethnicity 0 11 .2509 .2455 .00540 1 456 3.29

Intercept Differenccs for Ethnicity 11 12 .2455 .234? .01137 1 457 6.8
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Table 0-5. (Cont nued)

Cofparison R
2

F-Test CoMparison Full Restricted Full kestrited R
2
Change dfl df2 F

Goverraent & Civics 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity = white & Btack)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAR'sextethnicity) 1 2 .2503 .2477 .00256 1 707 2.41

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1477 .?471) .074 708 0.69

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2351 .2345 .00055 1 711 0.51

Interctpt Differences for Sex 8 9 .2345 .2279 .00668 1 712 6.21

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2394 .2279 .01154 1 711 10.79 *

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2279 .2279 .00001 1 712 0.01

Government & Civics 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity = White & 6Eack)

3-way Interaction lest (ASVAB'sex'ethnicity) 1 2 .2295 .2295 .00003 1 602 0.02

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Teot 2 3 .2295 .2295 .00000 1 603 0.00

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2268 .2267 .00015 1 606 0.12

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2267 .2257 .00096 1 607 0.75

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2286 .2266 .00200 1 606 1.57

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2266 .2257 .00092 1 607 0.72

History 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity White, Btack & Hispanic)

3-waf Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 .2597 .2593 .00036 2 1,319 0.32

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2593 .2549 .00445 2 1,321 3.96

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2389 .2389 .00001 1 1,327 0.01

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2389 .2309 .00800 1 1,328 13.96

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2443 .2327 .01155 2 1,325 13.13 "

History 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity White & Black)

3-iday lrterection Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2647 .2647 .00000 1 1,343 0.00

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2647 .2647 .00002 1 1,344 0.03

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2602 .2602 .00001 1 1,347 0.01

Intercept Differences fur Sex 8 9 .2602 .2601 .00012 1 1,348 0.21

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2645 .2606 .00389 1 1,347 7.12 *

Intercept Differences, for Ethnicity 11 12 .2606 .2b2l 00052 1 1,348 0.94

History 1&4 • 1985 Soph(cATnre (Ethnicity White & Black)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*scx*cthnicity) 1 2 .2809 .2807 .00028 1 1,430 0.56

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2806 .2783 .00239 1 1,431 4.76

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2755 .27 4 .00011 1 1,43.' 0.21

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2754 .2740 .00147 1 1,435 2.91

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2763 .2758 .00056 1 1,434 1.10

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2758 .2740 .00182 1 1,435 3.61

History 1985 - 1986 Sophomfore (Ethnicity White, Black & Hispanic)

3"way Interaction Test (ASVAB*ex*etnicity) 1 2 .2156 .2151 .00046 2 1,465 0.43

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2151 .2080 .00710 2 1,467 6.63

SLop Differences for Sex 7 8 .1776 .1773 .00032 1 1,473 0.58

Inter -pt Differences for Sex 8 9 .1773 .16?5 .01473 1 1,474 26.39 *

Slope Differcrres for Ethnicity 10 11 .1924 .1758 .01660 2 1,471 15.12
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Table D-5. (Continued)

CoTparison R2

F-Test Comparison FulL I estricted Futl Restricted R
2
Change dfl df2 F

History 198L - 1Q85 junior (Ethnicity = White & Black)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2989 .2987 .00020 1 1,102 0.3z

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .Z987 .2974 .00133 1 1,103 2.10

Stope Difteref.eti for SeA 7 8 .28W. .2862 .00026 i 1,106 0.40

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2862 .2787 .00748 1 1,107 11.60 **

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2884 .2861 .00235 1 1,106 3.66

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2f61 .2787 .00736 1 1,107 11.42

History 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Sl.pe Differences for Sex 7 8 .2447 .2313 .01346 1 428 7.62 *

History 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Btack) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2254 .2236 .00180 1 409 0.95

intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2236 .2175 .00610 1 410 3.22

History 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .3308 .3294 .00139 1 423 0.88

Intercept Differences for SeA 8 9 .3294 .3294 .0(001 1 424 0.01

History 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity = White & Black) (Sex not tested)

Slope Difference. ': Et.ni-ity 10 11 .3742 .3709 .00326 1 402 2.09

intercept Differices, for Ethn'Lity 11 12 .3709 .3454 .02551 1 493 16.34

Foreign Language 1984 - 1985 Freshirpen (Etir,icity nor tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 6 .2796 .2793 .00030 1 1,012 0.43

intercept Oifferences for Sex 8 9 .2793 .2558 .02351 1 1,013 33.04 **

Foreign LArguage 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (Ethricity = White, eock & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Difterencos for Ethnicity 10 1V .2838 .2735 .01033 2 1,010 7.28

toreign Language 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity not tes6ted)

Stope Differences for Se, 7 8 .1866 .1855 .00112 1 797 1.10

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1855 .1615 .02401 1 798 23.52

Foreign Larg age 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity r White, Elack & Hispanic) (Sex not tusted)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1691 .1682 .00097 2 795 0.46

Intercept Differencer. for Ethnicity 11 12 .1682 .1615 .00667 2 797 3.19

Foreign Language 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Diifererceq for Sex 8 .2250 .2245 .00043 1 Aye 0.49

Intercept Ditferences for Sex u 9 .2245 .1780 1 53.61

Foreign m :~c 1984 - 1985 SorArre (Ethnicity = White, Block & Hi ,pan f) (Sex no t tcst1)

Slcpe Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .191? .18R2 .00303 2 890 1.66

Intercept Oifferernces for Ethnicity 11 12 .1m,2 .1J .I1026 2 e92 5.6g
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Table D-5. (Continued)

Comparison R
2

F-Test Coqparison Full Restricted FuLL Restricted R
2
Change dfl df2 F

Foreign Language 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB'sex'ethnicity) 1 2 .1743 .1742 .00010 1 604 0.07

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1742 .1741 .00004 1 605 0.03

xi u &i'vrces fCj Sex 7 8 .1641 .1637 .00043 1 603 0.5i

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1637 .1320 .03174 1 609 23.11 *

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1461 .1427 .00345 1 608 2.45

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1427 .1320 .01070 1 609 7.60 *

Foreign Language 1984 - 19a5 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2222 .2209 .00139 1 480 0.86

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2209 .1641 .05680 1 481 35.07

Foreign Language 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic) (Sex not te;ted)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1872 .1781 .00909 2 4;8 2.67

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1781 .1640 .01402 2 480 4.09

Foreign Language 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity riot tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2049 .1993 .00566 1 247 1.76

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1993 .1795 .01977 1 218 6.12

Foreign language 1985 - 1986 Junio.r (Ethnicity = White & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Ciffererces for Ethnicity 10 11 .1569 .1350 .02186 1 205 5.31

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1350 .1325 .00252 1 206 0.60

Foreign Language 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity r.ot tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1580 .1566 .001.2 1 224 0.38

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1566 .1474 .00913 1 225 2.44

Foreign Language 1984- 1985 Senior (Ethnicity W White & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0905 .0893 .00128 1 185 0.26

Intercept Differences fur Ethnicity 11 12 .0893 .0845 .00481 1 186 0.98

Secretary & Office Education iY85 - ivo Junior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex riot tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 1. .1747 .1738 .00095 1 215 0.25

Intercept Differences for Fthnirity 11 12 .1737 .1737 .00000 1 216 0.00

Secretary & Office Education 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (SeA not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0735 .031 .02043 1 220 4.05

Intercept DOfferenel for Etlnicity 11 12 .0531 .0483 .00480 1 221 1.12

Typing & Word Processing 1984 - 1905 Freshmen (Ethnicity nut tested)

SLope Differences for Sex 7 8 -2945 .2942 .00025 1 507 0.18

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2942 .2925 .00176 1 503 1.27

Typing & Word Processinig 19P4 1985 Freshncn (Ethnicity z White, Black & Hi!.pariic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differenced for Ethnicity 10 11 .2976 .2958 .00175 2 505 0.63

Intercept Differen(es for Ethnicity 11 12 .2958 .2925 .00337 2 507 1.21
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Table D-5. (Continued)

Comparison R
2

F-Test Caoiparison Full Restricted Full Restricted R
2
Change dfl df2 F

Typing & Word Processing 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1955 ,1954 .00008 1 492 0.05

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .19154 .1865 .00895 1 493 5.49

7ypirng & word Processing 1985-1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2128 .2070 .00580 1 445 3.28

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2070 .2048 .00221 1 446 1.24

Typing & Word Processing 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2302 .2302 .00004 1 631 0.03

Irtercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2302 .2187 .01147 1 632 9.42 *

.yping & Wcrd Processing 1984-1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity z White, Black & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2193 .2191 .00022 2 629 0.09

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2191 .2187 .00040 2 631 0.16

Typing & Word Processing 1985 - 1966 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1374 .137-3 .00009 1 405 0.04

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1373 .1373 .00003 1 406 0.01

Typing & Word Processing 1985-1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity = Wnite & Olack) (Sex not tested)

Slzpe. Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1422 .1391 .00311 1 374 1.36

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1391 .1361 .00302 1 375 1.31

Typing & Word Processing 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2207 .2206 .00004 1 391 0.02

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2206 .1883 .03231 1 392 16.25

Typing & Word Processing 1984-1985 Junior (Ethnicity White & Black) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1961 .1933 .00277 1 359 1.24

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1933 .1916 .00168 1 360 0.75

Typing & Word Processing 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1283 .1225 .00579 1 221 1.47

Intercept Differences 
4
u. Sex 8 9 .1225 .1096 .01292 1 222 3.27

Typing & Word Processing 1985-1986 Junior (Ethni':ity White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope DiffereriLte for Ethnicity 10 11 .1378 .1343 .00348 1 221 0.89

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1343 .1396 .02471 1 222 6.34

Typing & Word Procczzi'Z- 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1980 .1894 .00856 1 216 2.31

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1894 .1776 .01183 1 ?17 3.18

Accouniting/Bookkeeping 1Y55 - 1986 Sophoire (Ethnicity not tested)

Slop, Differences for Sex 7 8 .1762 .1761 .00015 1 311 0.06

Intercept Diffeiinces for Sex 8 9 .1761 .1573 .01582 1 312 7.13
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Table D-5. (Continued)

Conparison R
2

F-Test Comparison Full Restricted Full Restricted R
2
Change dfi df2 F

Accounting/Bookkeeping 19814 - 1985 Junior (Sthnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .289R .2896 .00026 1 239 0.09

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2896 .2546 .03496 1 240 11.81

Accounting/Bookkeeping 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1818 .1796 .00220 1 185 0.50

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1796 .1670 .01262 1 186 2.86

Accounting/Bookkeeping 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2049 .1931 .01179 1 247 3.66

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1931 .1700 .02302 1 248 7.08 *

Iome Economics 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity not tes.ed)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2836 .2828 .00081 1 547 0.62

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2828 .2608 .02200 1 548 16.81

Home Economics 1984-1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White & Black) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .3071 .3066 .00055 1 519 0.41

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .3066 .2451 .06150 1 520 46.12**

Hccne Economics 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for sex 7 a .1937 .1918 .U0189 1 312 u.73

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1919 .1519 .03993 1 313 15.47

Home Economics 1985-1986 Frushmen (Ethnicity m White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1570 .1562 .00084 1 312 0.31

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1562 .1519 .00428 1 313 1.59

Home Economics 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1951 .1950 .00017 1 321 0.07

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1950 .1604 .03453 1 322 13.81

HOm Economics 1984-1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2070 .1917 .01536 1 321 6.22

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1917 .1604 .03124 1 322 12.45**

Home Economirs 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Diffcrcnc.s for Sex 1 1 .1945 .1921 .00248 1 394 1.21

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1921 .1625 .02958 1 395 14.46 *

Home Economics 1985-1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity W White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

SLope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1717 .1628 .00889 1 394 4.23

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1628 .1625 .00027 1 395 0.13

Home Economics 1984 - 1905 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Oifferences for Sex 7 8 .1641 .1641 .00000 1 279 0.00

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1641 .1499 .01416 1 280 4.74
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Table D-5. (Conctuded)

Comparison R
2

F-Test Comparison Full Restricted Full Restricted R2Change dfl df2 F

Home Economics 1984-1985 Junior (Ethnicity z White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1569 .1545 .00241 1 279 0.80

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1545 .1499 .00455 1 280 1.51

Home Economics 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2108 .2096 .00122 1 358 0.55

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2096 .1328 .07686 1 359 34.91

Honm Economics 1985-1986 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 3 11 .1352 .1333 .00191 1 358 0.79

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1333 .1327 .00051 359 0.21

Home Econcmics 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1533 .1527 .00066 1 318 0.25

Intercept Differences fcr Sex 8 9 .1527 .1224 .03023 1 319 11.38

Home Economics 1984-1985 Senior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1232 .1232 .00000 1 318 0.00

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1232 .1225 .00079 1 319 0.29

Computer Programming 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex / 8 .24Y1 .2479 .00122 I 227 0.37

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2479 .2140 .03398 1 228 10.30 *

Computer Prograiming 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2069 .2067 .00013 1 240 0.04

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2067 .2056 .00115 1 241 0.35

Co-puter Programming 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .3532 .3502 .00306 1 157 0.74

!ntercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .3502 .3012 .04897 1 158 11.91

Computer Prograrming 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .158 .1583 .00008 1 152 0.01

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1583 .1493 .00904 1 153 1.64

* P ( .01.

• * P 4 .001.
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Table D-6. F-Tests of Significance for Electronics & Electrical Composite

Comparison R
2

F-Test Comparison Full Restricted Full Restricted R
2
Change dfl df2 F

English I - IV 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*scx*ethnicity) 1 2 .2525 .2525 .00003 2 2,422 0.05

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2525 .2476 .00491 2 2,424 ?.96

Consistent Over or Under prediction of Subgroup 2 4 .2525 .2475 .00503 3 2,424 5.44 *

English I - IV 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB'sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .1989 .1976 .00137 2 1,989 1.70

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1976 .1945 .00307 2 1,991 3.81

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1881 .1863 .00181 1 1,997 4.45

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1863 .1371 .04923 1 1,998 120.88 *

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1421 .1391 .00300 2 1,995 3.49

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1391 .1371 .00198 2 1,997 2.30

English I - IV 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2741 .2739 .00021 2 2,296 0.34

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2739 .2721 .00177 2 2,298 2.80

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2718 .2600 .01172 1 2,304 37.09

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .189, .1879 .00115 2 2,302 1.63

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1879 .1869 .00102 2 2,304 1.44

Engiish I - l - 1986 Sophwiti t (EGiiWAy - iiite, laCk& H;-parit)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2377 .2370 .00076 2 1,942 0.97

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2370 .2362 .00078 2 1,944 0.99

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2311 .2222 .00889 1 1,950 22.54

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1526 .1521 .00051 2 1,948 0.58

Intercept D;fferences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1521 .1434 .00870 2 1,950 10.01

English I - IV 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB'sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2417 .2407 .00107 2 1,721 1.21

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2407 .2405 .00017 2 1,723 0.19

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2392 .2284 .01076 1 1,729 24.46

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1269 .1267 .00019 2 1,727 0.19

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1267 .1241 .00260 2 1,729 2.58

English I - IV 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Black)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sexethnicity) 1 2 .2234 .2234 .00000 1 1,258 0.01

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction 1e~t 2 3 .2234 .2234 .00000 1 1,259 0.00

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2231 .2135 .00961 1 1,262 15.61

Sloic Difterences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1048 .1042 .00060 1 1,262 0.84.

Intercept Oifferences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1042 .1042 .00008 1 1,263 0.12

English I - IV 19P4 - 1985 onior (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex'ethnicity) 1 2 .2063 .2056 .00070 2 1,275 0.57

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2056 .2044 .00114 2 1,277 0.91

S!pe Differences for Sex 7 8 .2010 .1964 .00459 1 1,283 7.37

Intercept Diffeiences for Sex 8 9 .1964 .1466 .04984 1 1,284 79.64

Stope Difiererices for Ethnicity 10 11 .1490 .1476 .00136 2 1,281 1.03

Intercept Differciices for Ethnicity "1 12 .1476 .1466 .00105 2 1,283 0.79
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Table D-6. (Continued)

Comparison R
2

F-Test Coiparison FuLL Restricted Full Restricted R2Change dfl df2 F

General Math 1984 - 1985 Freshmen CEthnicity = White, Black & Hisprnic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity, 1 2 .0760 .0747 .00123 2 1,167 0.78

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .0747 .0718 .00297 2 1,169 1.87

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0690 .0682 .00078 1 1,175 0.99

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0682 .0553 .01287 1 1,176 16.24 ,t

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0585 .0585 .00003 2 1,173 0.02

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0585 .0554 .00315 2 1,175 1.97

General Math 1985 - 10>_ Creshmen (Et:inicity = White & 61ack)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB'sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .0292 .0289 .00029 1 549 0.17

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .0289 .0259 .00301 1 50 1.70

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0176 .0175 .00014 1 553 0.08

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0175 .0103 .00722 1 554 4.07

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 1 .0188 .0108 .00801 1 S53 4.51

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0108 .0103 .00055 1 554 0.31

General Math 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVA8*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .0813 .0785 .00277 2 736 1.11

Sex & Ethnicity Interacticn TEst 2 3 .0785 .0727 .00582 2 738 2.33

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0601 .0599 .00028 1 744 0.23

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0599 .0540 .00587 1 745 4.65
SL.,pe 0iffer ,es for Ethnicity 1, 11 .G662 .5653 .00092 2 742 0.36

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0653 .0540 .01130 2 744 4.50

General Math 1985 - 1936 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White & Black)
3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*scx"ethnicity) 1 2 .1245 .1190 .00552 1 305 1.92

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1190 .1173 .00176 1 306 0.61

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1037 .1034 .00026 1 309 0.09

Inter7-pt Differences for Sex 8 9 .1034 .0581 .04530 1 310 15.66 **

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0736 .0688 .00481 1 309 1.60

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 1. .0688 .0581 .01063 1 310 3.54

General Math 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethriity White & Black)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .0780 .0669 .01108 1 266 3.20

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .0669 .0669 .00001 1 267 0.00

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0647 .0642 .00044 1 270 0.13

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0642 .03);; .03235 1 271 9.37

SLope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0340 .0339 .00002 1 270 0.01

intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0339 .0319 .00206 1 271 0.58

General Math 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity mot tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1355 .1110 .00451 1 222 1.16

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1310 .0903 .04069 1 223 10.44 *

General Math 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity n White & glacK) (Sex riot testeo)

Slope Differences fer Ethnicity 10 11 .1203 .1130 .00723 1 195 1.60

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1130 .1125 .00052 1 196 0.11

General Math 1984 - 1985 Senior (Etnnicity rot tested)

Slope Differernces for Sex 7 8 .0942 .0904 .00378 1 230 0.96

Intercept Differeces for Sex 8 9 .0904 .0863 .00404 1 '%1 1.03
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General Math 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity = White & Black) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences f,.- Ethnicity .0 11 .1308 .1307 .00015 1 203 0.04

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1307 .1147 .01603 1 204 3.76

Algebra 1984 - 1985 freshmen (Ethnicity White & Nonwhite)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .1909 .1867 .00426 1 1,180 6.21

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1867 .1864 .00023 1 1,181 0.33

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1833 .1.782 .00509 1 1,184 7.39 *

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1782 .1193 .01891 1 1,185 84.Q5

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1272 .1226 .00464 1 1,184 6.29

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1226 .1193 .00128 1 1,185 4.42

Algebra 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity White & Nonwhite)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .192F .1927 .00006 1 7e8 0.05

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1927 .1913 .00145 1 709 1.28

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1886 .1881 .00050 1 712 0.44

Intercept Differences for Sex 6 9 .1881 .1295 .05856 1 713 51.42 *

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 1, 11 .1333 .1331 .00C21 1 712 0.18

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1331 .1295 .00354 1 713 2.92

Algebra 1984 - 1985 Sophomrore (Ethnicity White & Nonwhite)

3-way Interaction Test (ASvABSsA*thnium i Ly; 1 21. - 1. 4 .00001 1 871 0.01

Sex & Ethnicity Intr.action Test 2 3 .1344 .1285 .00596. 1 872 6.01

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1273 .1218 .00550 1 875 5.51

intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1218 .0860 .03576 1 876 35.67 *

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0866 .0963 .00029 1 875 0.28

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0863 .0860 .00027 1 876 0.26

Algebra 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity White & 4'cnwhite)

3-way Interaction lest (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .1501 .1498 .00028 1 617 0.20

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1498 .1482 .0159 1 618 1.16

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1427 .1395 .00326 1 621 2.36

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1395 .1126 .02691 1 622 19.45 *

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 1f 11 .1159 .1144 .00154 1 621 1.08

Intercept Differences for Fthnicity 11 12 .1144 .1126 .00179 1 622 1.26

Algebra 19F4 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity Wh;te & Black)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*gex*cthnicity) 1 2 .18&5 .1845 .00095 1 489 0.57

Sex & Ethnic-ty Interaction Test 2 3 .1845 .1835 .00105 i 490 0.63

Slope Diffcrences fir Sex 7 8 .172? .1701 .00206 1 493 1.23

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1701 .1210 . 04910 1 494 29.23 *

Stope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1290 .1244 .00462 1 493 2.61

intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1244 .1210 .00340 1 494 1.92

Algebra 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1687 .1522 .01641 1 273 5.39

Intercept Differences for Sex 3 9 .1523 .1322 .02005 1 274 6.48
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Algebra 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity - White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1367 .1336 .00316 1 273 1.00

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1336 .1322 .00137 1 274 0.43

Algebra 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences tor Sex 7 8 .1710 .1569 .01406 1 265 4.49

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1569 .1017 .05524 1 266 17.43

Algebra 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex nct tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1353 .1131 .02215 1 265 6.79 *

Geometry 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2414 .2414 .00000 1 511 0.00

Itercept Differences fur Sex 8 9 .2414 .2228 .01864 ' 512 12.58 *

Geormetry 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity = Wnite, Black & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slo--c Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2250 .2236 .00145 2 509 0.48

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2236 .2228 .00080 2 511 O.Zo

Geometry 1964 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Dfferences for Sex 7 8 .?446 .2446 .OOOGu 1 561 0 00

intercept Cifferece=s fcr Scex 8 9 .2446 .2117 .02990 1 562 22.25

Geometry 1984 - 1985 Sophongore (Ethnicity z White, Bla. & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differenzes for Ethnicity 10 11 .2236 .2177 .OC88 2 559 2.12

Intercept Differeices for Ethnicity 11 12 .2177 .2147 .00301 2 561 1.08

Geometry 1085 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2688 .2671 .00169 1 410 0.94

Intercept Differences '-. Sex 8 9 .2671 .2268 .04028 1 411 22.59 **

Geometry 1985 - 1986 So.Dho.re (Ethnicity = White & Black) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2589 .2424 .3161 1 371 8.26 *

Geometry 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2202 .2160 .00420 1 305 1.64

Intercent Differences for Sex 8 9 .2161 .1708 .04524 1 30o 17.66

Geomtry 1984 10F Junior (Etlnicity = White & Nonwhitc) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Etnicity 10 11 .1754 .1735 .001)7 1 -05 0.72

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1735 .1708 .00267 1 306 0.99

Gcorretry 1985 1986 Junior (Etlni:ity not tested)

S!opo Differences for Se, 7 8 .2579 .2511 .00682 1 123 1.13

Intercept Differences for S2x 8 9 .2511 .19Q1 .05201 1 124 8.61 *

Georetry 198 1986 Jtoior (Ethnicity = White & Nonihite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Di'ferences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2925 .2529 .03956 1 123 6.88
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Ceoiretry 1984 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

pe Dif crences for Sex 7 8 .2121 .2095 .00255 1 107 0.35

'erccept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2095 .2091 .00042 1 108 0.06

Geo'metry 198. - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity z White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

,pe Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2323 .2285 .00382 1 107 0.53

ercept Differences for Ethnicity II 12 .2285 .2091 .01941 1 Ir 2.72

Calculus 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

, iifferences for Sex 7 8 .1030 .0957 .00722 1 147 1.18

ercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0957 .0948 .00094 1 148 0.15

Gentral 5 :enco. 198.4 - 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity = Wite, Black & Hispanic)

iay interaction Test (ASVABsex'ethnicity) 1 2 .2708 .2698 .00100 2 1,956 1.34

& Ethnicity Interaction Tev 2 5 .2698 .2622 .00764 2 1.958 10.25

IiOt''nt Over or Urwder predictior, of Subgroup 2 4 .2698 .2685 .00131 3 1,958 1.17

General Srience 1985 - 19P6 rshmen (Ethnicity not tested)

Ve Urfferences for Sex 7 8 .1476 .1475 .00015 1 274 0.05

ercept Difference, for Sex 8 9 .1475 .1357 .01175 1 275 3.79

General Science 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White & Black) (Sex not tested)

,pe Difterer-e for Ethnicity 10 11 .1572 .1377 .01942 1 240 5.53

rccept Differencr!r for Ethnicity 11 12 .1377 .1377 .00006 1 241 0.02

General Scien.-c 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite)

lay Inter.iction Ti.t (ASVAP,*ses*ethnicity) 1 2 .2313 .2312 .00001 1 341 0.00

. & Fthnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2312 .2158 .01547 1 342 6.88

pe Differences for Sex 7 8 .2002 .1985 .00176 1 345 0.76

ercept Ohffe erCes for iex 8 9 .1085 .1437 .05474 1 346 23.63 **

-pa Differenceli for EtlhI icity 10 11 .1636 .1600 .00362 1 345 1.49

eicept Diffurerice& for- Ethnikity 11 12 .1600 .1437 .01623 1 346 6.68

Gkr~eral Science 1985 - l";81 Sor hoi'ore (Ethnicity noi tested)

pe Differences fo Scv 7 8 .1762 .1782 .00001 1 183 0.00

errept Differerces for Sex ., 9 .1782 .1370 .04125 1 184 9.24 *

Gtnerla Scierce 1985 - 1986 Svover- (Ethnicity z White & Black) (Sex not tested)

jw Differeros for Ethnicity 10 11 .1832 .1830 .00015 1 158 0.03

er ept Oliffeorerice!, fot Ethnicity 11 12 .1830 .1596 .02339 159 4.55

General tcien," 1981, - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

p. Uifivrcrices lr SCr 7 8 .1015 .0837 .01784 1 174 3.45

ercept Diffelerce, for Sex. 8 9 .0837 .0578 .02589 1 175 4.94

General S.icn , 19FV. - 985 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Black) ,Scrx, not tested)

Ve Liifiirur. fo i [tiori ty 10 11 .1289 .1240 .00495 1 149 0.85

ercr-.t Differcrces for Fthr-city 11 12 .1246 .0609 .06307 1 150 10.80 *
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General Science 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not rested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2314 .2310 .000 0 1 258 0.14

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2310 .2050 .02603 1 259 8.77

General Science 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity - White & Nonwnite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2056 .2054 .00019 1 258 0.06

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 1i 12 .2054 .2050 .00040 1 259 0.13

General Science 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1022 .1015 .00071 1 182 0.14

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1015 .0765 .02499 1 183 5.09

Biology I - II 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2303 .2301 .00020 1 299 0.08

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2301 .2007 .02942 1 30J 11.47 **

Biology I - II 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2073 .2009 .00637 1 299 2.40

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2009 .2007 .00022 1 300 0.08

Biology I - II 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White & Black)

3-way InteracZton Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .1814 .1814 .00001 1 1.120 0.0!

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction lest 2 3 .1814 .1814 .00000 1 1,120 0.00

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1794 .1794 .00000 1 1,123 0.00

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1794 .1354 .04399 1 1,124 60.26 **

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1371 .1361 .00093 1 1,123 1.21

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1361 .1354 .00074 1 1,124 0.97

Biology I - I 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity White, Black Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2589 .2573 .0015b 2 1,371 1.46

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2573 .2499 .00748 2 1,373 6.91

Consistent Over or Under prediction of Subgroup 2 4 .2573 .2422 .01509 3 1,373 9.30

Slope Differences for Sex 2 5 .2573 .2424 .01496 1 1,373 27.65 **

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 2 6 .2573 .2570 .00036 2 1,373 0.33

Biology I - If 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2333 .2236 .00979 1 335 4.28

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2236 .1451 .07846 1 336 33.95

Biology I - II 1985 - 1986 SophoT-ore (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic) (Se'x not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 ?1 .1505 .1457 .00)478 2 333 0.94

Intercept Dfferences for Ethricity 11 12 .1457 .1451 .00063 2 335 0.12

Biology I - II 19&4 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB'sexethnicity) 1 2 .2709 .2109 .00006 1 397 0.03

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2709 .2708 .00007 1 398 0.04

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2594 .2583 .0110 1 401 0.59

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2534 .2027 .£5568 1 402 30.18 **

Slope rifferences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2176 .2173 .00023 1 401 0.12

;ntercept Differerces for Etlnicity 11 Ii .2173 .2027 .01465 1 402 7.53 *
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Biology I - II 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differtnce0 t Sex 7 8 .3610 .3329 .02810 1 147 6.46

Ilercept DiTfer .s ,or Sex 8 9 .3329 .2745 .05840 1 148 12.96

Biology I " I! 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .3638 .3593 .00443 1 195 1.36

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .3593 .3124 .04699 1 196 14.38

Biology I -I 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity 7 White & Black) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .3608 .3606 .00013 1 176 0.04

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .3606 .3210 .03966 1 177 10.98 *

Chemistry I II 1983 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity not tested)

Stcpe Differences for Sex 7 8 .1991 .1969 .00215 1 128 0.34

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1969 .1573 .03968 1 129 6.37

Chemistry I - It 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1060 .1039 .09206 1 168 0.39

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1040 .0646 .03938 I 169 7.43

Chemistry I I 1985 - 19P6 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1629 .1588 .00409 1 430 2.10

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1588 .0952 .06366 1 431 32.62 **

Chemistry 1 - II 1984 • 1985 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2039 .2035 .00033 1 426 0.18

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2035 .1332 .07029 1 427 37.68 '*

Chemistry I i 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethricity 10 11 .1551 .1489 .00625 1 426 3.15

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1489 .1333 .01562 1 427 7.84 *

Chemistry I - II 1985 - 198 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 6 .1931 .IQi26 .Ci049 1 137 1.78

Interccept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1826 .0889 .09371 1 138 15.82

Chemistry I - II 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1182 .1145 .00376 1 137 0.58

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1145 .089 .02558 1 138 3.99

Chemistry I - II 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2422 .2412 .00103 1 156 0.21

I ite-cept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2412 .2314 .00977 1 157 2.02

Chemistry I - I 1984- 19M Senior (Ethnicity White & Nor,.,hit) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2587 .2415 .01720 1 156 3.62

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2416 .2314 .01018 1 157 2.11
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Physics I - 11 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1081 .1041 .00400 1 232 1.04

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1041 .0565 .04760 1 233 12.38

PhysiF I - II 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2039 .1982 .00576 1 166 1.20

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1982 .1250 .07312 1 167 15.23

Gov'2rrninnt & Civic-; 1984 - 1985 freshmen (Ethnicity not cested)

Slope Differences for SeA 7 8 .2490 .2453 .00371 1 344 1.70

Intercept Difference! for Sex 8 9 .2453 .2282 .01709 1 345 7.81

Gover-Alent & Civics 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differere, fri. -ex 7 8 .1807 .1558 .024W0 1 155 4.71

Intercept Differences tor S.*A 8 9 .1558 .1090 .04685 1 156 8.66 *

Goverrwrint & Civics 1?85 - 1986 Sophomere (Etrnicity not tested)

SLope Differenres for Sex 7 8 .1411 .1335 .00766 1 417 3.72

Intercept Difeienct, fo, S"x 8 9 .1335 .0901 .04331 1 418 20.89 **

Govi.rnrient & Civics 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

SLope Differcrces for , 10 11 .1150 .1147 .00028 1 388 0.12

Interccpt Differcrcs for Ethnicity 11 12 .1147 .0909 .02385 1 389 10.48 *

Goverrvient & Civics 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2612 .2583 .00287 1 456 i.77

Intercept Differernces for Sex 8 9 .2583 .2161 .04226 1 457 26.04

Government & Civics 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity z White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2211 .2201 .00098 1 456 0.57

Intercept Differences for Ethnirity 11 12 .2201 .2161 .00404 1 457 2.37

Goverrn-,ent & Civics 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Black)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2512 .2512 .00000 1 707 0.00

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2512 .2504 .00080 1 708 0.76

Slope i4ffctences for Sex 7 8 .2436 .2374 .00621 1 711 5.84

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2374 .1881 .04926 1 712 45.99

Stope Differences for Ethricity 10 11 .1936 .1922 .00139 1 711 1.22

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1922 .18A2 .00.04 1 712 3.56

Goverrynent & Civics 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity White & Black)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex'ethnicity) 1 2 .2628 .2618 .00100 1 602 0.-I

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2618 .2606 .00121 1 603 0.99

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2511 .2505 .OOOM6 1 606 0.45

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .25C6 .2224 .02811 1 607 22.77

Slope Differences for Fthnicity 10 11 .2318 .2316 .G0017 1 606 0.13

Intercept Difi-rences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2316 .2224 .00921 1 607 7.27 *
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History 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity White, Black & Hispanir)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sexlethnicity, 1 2 .2728 .2711 .00171 2 1,319 1.55

Sex & Ethnicity interaction Test 2 3 .2711 .2681 .00305 2 1,321 2.77

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2640 .2637 .00025 1 1,327 0.45

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2637 .2178 .04591 1 1,328 V.81

Slope Differences ior Ethnicity 10 11 .2261 .2215 .00458 2 1,325

Intirept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2215 .2178 .00370 2 1,327 ' 15

History 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity White & Black)
3
-way Interaction lest (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2457 .2456 .00013 1 1,344 0.2?

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2458 .2455 .00025 1 1,344 0.45

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2455 .2451 .00035 1 1,347 0.63

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2451 .2248 .02036 1 1,348 36.35

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2248 .2248 .00002 1 1,347 o.c:
Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2248 .2248 .00003 1 1,348 0.06-,

History 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity White & Btbck)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB'sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2559 .255i .00077 1 1,430 1.48

Sex & Ethicity Interaction lest 2 3 .2551 .2533 .00181 1 1,431 3.48

Slope Differencec for Sex 7 8 .2515 .2511 .00047 1 1,434 0.91

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2510 .2176 .03342 1 1,435 64.03

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2198 .?193 .00053 1 1,434 0.98

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2193 .2176 .00165 1 1,435 3.03

History 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity White, Slack & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction rest (ASVAB*sexsethnicity) 1 2 .2197 .2194 .00030 2 1,465 0.28

Sex & Ethnicity Interuction lest 2 3 .2194 .2133 .00616 2 1,467 5.79

Slope Differences for SeA 7 8 .2050 .2G14 .00360 1 1,413 6.66 *

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2014 .1483 .05308 1 1,474 97.90 **

Slope Differences for Et nicity 10 11 .1604 .1562 .00421 2 1,471 3.69

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1562 .1483 .00793 2 1,473 6.93

History 1984 - 1985 junior (Ethnicity Unite & Black)

3-way Interbctior, Test (ASVAU*svx*cthnicity) 1 2 .2932 .2930 .00019 1 1,102 0.30

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2930 .2923 .00068 1 1,103 1.06

Slope Differences for Sex 18 .2908 .2885 .00232 1 1,106 3.62

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .284 .2752 .05320 1 1,107 82.77

SIope D iffe e Vs fo Ethfiiity 10 11 .2382 .2381 .00002 1 1,106 0.03

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2381 .2352 .00289 1 1,107 4.19

History 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2422 .2291 .01319 1 428 7.45

History 1985 - 1996 Junior (Lthnicity = White & Block) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1692 .1692 00002 1 409 0.01

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1692 .1661 .00,'08 1 410 1.52
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History 198. - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Oifferences for Sex 7 8 .3578 .3531 .00470 1 423 3.09

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .3531 .3273 .02586 1 424 16.95 *

History 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity = White & BLack) (Sex not tcsted)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 i1 .3630 .3595 .00349 1 402 2.20

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .3595 .3365 .02294 1 403 14..4

Foreign LAnguage 1934 - 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity not tosted)

Slope Difference3 for Sex 7 8 .2512 .2500 .00113 1 1,0'2 1.52

Intercept Differenices for Sex 8 9 .2500 .1730 .07702 1 1,013 104.04

Foreign Language 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1939 .1934 .00049 2 1,010 0.30

L.-tercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1934 .1730 .02039 2 1,012 12.79 *

Foreign Language 1)85 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1992 .1937 .00554 1 797 5.51

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1937 .1268 .06681 1 798 66.11 **

Foreign Language 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White, Slack & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1477 .1374 .01032 2 795 4.81

Foreign Language 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity not te%ted)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2107 .2075 .00320 1 892 3.62

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2075 .1034 .10410 1 893 117.30

Foreign Language 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1203 .1147 .00560 2 890 2.83

Intercept lifferences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1147 .1034 .01127 2 892 5.68

Foreign Language 1985 - 1986 Sophowre (Ethnicity W White & Nonwhite)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sexethnicity) 1 2 .1856 .1854 .00019 1 604 0.14

Sex & Fthnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1854 .1851 .00023 1 605 0.17

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1686 .1652 .00344 1 608 2.52

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1652 .0857 .07942 1 609 57.93

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1.22 .1007 .00150 1 608 1.02

lnteiept Diffeierce., for EthriLity 11 12 .1007 .0857 .01494 1 609 10.12 *

Foreign Language 1984 - 1985 Jurior (Ethnicity not teLted)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2166 .2164 .00025 1 480 0.15

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2164 .1085 .10787 1 481 66.22 '"

Foreign Longuagc 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic) (Scx not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1421 .1317 .01044 2 478 2.91

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1317 .1085 .02)17 2 480 6.40
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Table D-6. (Continuied)

CootTpa r ison R

F-Test Comparison FuLL Restricted Full Restricted R2Change dr1 df2 F

Foreign Language 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Siope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2001 .1970 .00304 1 247 0.Q4

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1970 .1259 .07117 1 248 21.98

Foreign Language 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0842 .0790 .00517 1 205 1.16

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0790 .0757 .00333 1 206 0.74

Foreign Language 198. - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1566 .1545 .00205 1 224 0.54

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1545 .1239 .03057 1 225 8.14

Foreign Language 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity = White & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0802 .0789 .00133 1 185 0.27

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0789 .0725 .00636 1 186 1.28

Secretary & Office Education 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differenros for Ethnicity 10 11 .1029 .1010 .00193 1 215 0.46

Intercept Differences for Lthnicity 11 12 .1010 .1009 .00004 1 216 0.01

Secretary 9 Office Education 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0949 .0885 .UU639 1 220 1.55

Intercept Dif:ererce for Ethnicity 11 12 .0885 .0788 .00972 1 221 2.36

Typing & Word Processing 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2301 .2272 .00293 1 507 1.93

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2272 .2006 .02658 1 508 17.47

Typing & Word Processing 1984-1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences f'r Ethnicity 10 11 .2054 .2007 .00478 2 505 1.52

Interceot Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2006 .2006 .00006 2 507 0.02

Typing & Word Processing 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1640 .1627 .00125 1 492 0.73

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1627 .1223 .04044 1 493 23.81

Typing & Word Processing 1985-19M, Frerhmpen (Ethricity = White & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1136 .1135 .00015 1 445 0.07

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1135 .1090 .00444 1 446 2.23

Typing & Word Processir 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity riot tested)

Slope Cifferences for Sex 7 8 .1926 .1886 .00400 1 631 3.12

Inter:ept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1386 .1234 .06520 1 632 50.78 *

Typing & Word Processing 1984-1985 Sophomre (Ethnicity White, Black & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1252 .1244 .00083 2 629 0.30
Irtercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1243 .1234 .00094 2 631 0.34
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Table 0-6. (Continued)

Conpar i son R2

F-Test Comparison FuLL Restricted Full Restricted RLCnange dfi df2 F

Typing & Word Processing 1985 - 198o Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1481 .1338 .01430 1 405 6.80

Typing & Word Processing 1985-1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White & Slack) (Sex not tested)

SLope Oiffererces for Ethnicity 10 11 .1128 .1121 .00071 1 374 0.30

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1121 .1093 .00278 1 375 1.17

Typing & Word Processing 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1960 .1936 .00238 1 391 1.16

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1936 .1040 .08961 1 392 43.56 **

Typing & Word Processing 1984-1985 Junior (Ethnicity White & Black) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 1i .1099 .1091 .00083 1 359 0.34

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1091 .1063 .00277 1 360 1.12

Typing & Word Processing 1985 - 1986 Junio (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1434 .1356 .00777 1 221 2.00

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1356 .0806 .05503 1 222 14.13 *

Typing & Word Processing 1985-1986 Junior (Ethnicity White & Nonwhite) (Sex not testcd)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1025 .0974 .00509 1 221 1.25

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 l .Og74 .0806 .01687 1 222 4.15

Typing & w!ord Processing 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1909 .1843 .00661 1 216 1.76

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1843 .1364 .04789 1 217 12.74 *

Accounting/Bookkeeping 1985 - 1986 Sophoeore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2039 .1997 .00425 1 311 1.66

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1997 .1326 .06708 1 312 26.15

Accounting/Bookkeeping 198, - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2911 .2822 .00890 1 239 3.00

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2822 .1454 .13681 1 240 45.74 ,

Accounting/Dookkeeping 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Stope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1566 .1525 .00403 1 185 0.88

Intercept Differer.ceb for Sex 0 9 .525 .0947 .CS781 1 186 12.69 *

Accounting/Bookkeepir.g 1984 1985 S-niow (Ethnicity not teste d)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1835 .1807 .00?84 1 247 0.86

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1807 .1140 .06664 1 248 20.17

Hone Economnics 1984 - 1985 freshmen (Ethnicity not tested)

Stopc Differences tor Sex 7 8 .2601 .2600 .00005 1 547 0.04

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2600 .1979 .06220 1 548 46.06
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Table D-6. (Continued)

Coeipar i son R
2

F-Test Comparison Full Restricted FurL Restricted R
2
Change dfl df2 F

Home Economics 1984-1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White & Black) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2509 .2492 .00165 1 519 1.14

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2492 .1836 .06559 1 520 45.43**

Home Economics 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1943 .1896 .00;67 1 312 1.81

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1896 .1104 .07917 1 313 30.58

Home Economics 1985-1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1149 .1149 .00000 1 312 0.00

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1149 .1104 .00445 1 313 1.57

Home Economics 19814 - 1985 Sophonmore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1882 .1879 .00025 1 321 0.10

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1879 .1170 .07091 1 322 28.12

Home Economics 1984-1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1608 .1524 .00837 1 321 3.20

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1524 .1170 .03535 1 322 13.43"*

Home Economics 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested;

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .18Z2 .UP73 .00090 1 394 0.44

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1873 .1033 .08402 1 395 40.8.

Home Economics 1985-1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1107 .1046 .00601 1 394 2.66

intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1046 .1033 .00134 1 395 0.59

Home Economics 1984 - 1Q85 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1779 .1777 .00017 1 279 0.06

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1777 .1322 .04551 1 280 15.50 *

Home Economics 1984-1985 Junior (Ethnicity z White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1381 .1341 .00399 1 279 1.29

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .13.1 .1322 .00186 1 280 0.60

Home Eccnonics 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

S'vFe* Diffeiences for Scx 7 8 .2143 .2143 .00(C06 1 358 0.03

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2143 .0702 .14412 1 359 65.85

Home Economics 1985-1986 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0757 .0740 .00173 1 358 0.67

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0740 .0702 .00381 1 359 1.48

Home Economics 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 8 .1566 .1564 .00021 1 318 0.08

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1564 .0974 .05904 1 319 22.33 **
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Table D-6. (Concluded)

Comiparison q
2

F-Test Comparison Full Restricted Ful
.  

Restricted R2Change dfl df2 F

Home Economics 1984-1985 Senior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1038 .0979 .00595 1 318 2.11

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0979 .0974 .00049 1 319 0.17

Cor puter Prograiming 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2343 .2288 .00557 1 227 1.65

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2288 .1251 .10371 1 228 30.66

ConIputer Programing 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Stope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2786 .2780 .00060 1 240 0.20

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2780 .2292 .04878 1 241 16.28

Computer Programming 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2909 .2908 .00014 1 157 0.03

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2908 .1578 .13301 1 158 29.63 *

Coffqyjter Programing 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Siope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1753 .1736 .00171 1 152 0.32

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1736 ,1765 .00307 1 153 0.57

- P .01.

** P 4 .001.
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Table 0-7. F-Tests of Significance for HeaLth, Soc Tech Compnsite

Cor parison R
2

F-Test Coenparison Full Restricted Full Restricted R
2
Change dfl df2  F

English I - IV 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2428 .2411 .00175 2 2,422 2.80

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2411 .2365 .00458 2 2,424 7.32

Consistent Over or Under prediction of Subgroup 2 4 .2411 .2372 .00389 3 2,424 4.14 *

English I - IV 1985 - 19,V- Freshmen (Ethnicity = White, BLack & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB'sex~ethnicity) 1 2 .1887 .1870 .00172 2 1,989 2.11

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1870 .1842 .00279 2 1,991 3.41

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1763 .1757 .00062 1 1,997 1.50

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1757 .1274 .04830 1 1,998 117.U7

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1337 .1298 .00394 2 1,995 4.53

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1298 .1274 .00231 2 1,997 2.72

English I - IV 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction lest (ASVAB*sex'ethnicity) 1 2 .2480 .2478 .00022 2 2,296 0.34

Sex & Ethnicit Interaction Test 2 3 .2478 .2466 .00113 2 2,298 1.73

Slope Differences for Sex 7 a .2460 .2364 .00954 1 2,304 29.14 **

Slope DiffEreices for Ethnicity 10 11 .1669 .1665 .00037 2 2,302 0.51

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1665 .1650 .00153 2 2,304 2.11

Eri;1;!, P " V 1985 - 19 86 Scph cxre (Ethnicity = White, Slack & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2318 .2307 .00116 2 1,942 1.46

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction test 2 3 .2307 .2300 .00071 2 1,944 0.90

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2245 .2143 .01019 1 1,950 25.63 **

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1451 .1449 .00022 2 1,948 0.25

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1449 .1359 .0089/ 2 1,950 10.23

English I - IV 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB'sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2285 .2283 .00021 2 1,721 0.24

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2283 .2280 .00028 2 1,723 0.31

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2265 .2177 .00879 1 1,729 19.64 **

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1181 .1179 .00023 2 1,727 0.23

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1179 .1i59 .00197 2 1,729 1.93

English I - IV 1985 1986 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Black)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAR'sexethnicity) 1 2 .2008 .2006 .00028 1 1,258 0.43

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2006 .2005 .00002 1 1,259 0.02

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2004 .1916 .00888 1 1,262 14.02 **

Stope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0858 .0855 .00031 1 1,262 0.42

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0855 .0853 .00020 1 1,263 0.28

English I - IV 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex'ethnicity) 1 2 .1935 .1929 .00058 2 1,275 0.46

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1929 .1918 .00117 2 1,277 0.93

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1834 .1776 .00581 1 1,283 9.13

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1776 .1343 .04332 1 1,284 67.64

SLoPe Differences for Ethricity 10 11 .1389 .131.5 .00435 2 1,281 3.24

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1346 .1343 .00026 2 1,283 0.20
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Table D-7. (Continued)

Comparison R
2

F-Test Comparison Full Restricted Full Restricted R2Change dfl df2  F

General Math 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sextethnicity) 1 2 .0715 .0706 .00088 2 1,167 0.5h

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .0706 .0670 .00367 2 1,169 2.I

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0637 .0632 .00051 1 1,175 0.64

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0632 .0507 .01241 1 1,176 15.57

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0546 .0536 .00101 2 1,173 0.63

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0536 .0507 .00289 2 1,175 1.79

General Math 1985 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White & Black)

3-way Intei:ction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .0349 .0349 .00008 1 549 0.05

Sex & Ethnic ty Interaction Test 2 3 .0349 .0326 .00226 1 550 1.29

Slope Diff.rt,-es for Sex 7 8 .0276 .0265 .00112 1 553 0.64

Intercept Differeces for Sex 8 9 .0265 .0185 .00796 1 554 4.53

Slope Differences ior Ethnicity 10 11 .0241 .1199 .00417 1 553 2.36

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0109 .0185 .00142 1 554 0.80

General Math 1984 - 1985 Sophoeore (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB'sPx*ethniuity) 1 2 .0826 .0809 .001T3 2 736 0.70

Sex & Ethnicity Ii'teraction Test 2 3 .0809 .0750 .00584 2 738 2.35

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0610 .0598 .00121 1 744 0.96

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0598 .0536 .00619 1 745 4.90

Siope Differencv fui Ethnic;tv 10 1i .067 .0646 .00283 7 742 1.13

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0645 .0536 .01096 2 744 4.36

General Math 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White & Black)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .1142 .1048 .00944 1 305 3.25

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1048 .1030 .00177 1 306 0.60

Slope Differences fcr -ex 7 8 .0904 .0904 .00005 1 309 0.02

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0904 .0483 .04208 1 310 14.34

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0611 .0602 .00088 1 309 0.29

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0602 .0483 .01193 1 310 3.94

General Math 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity W hite & Black)
3
-way Interaction Test (ASVABsex*ethnicity) 1 2 .0714 .0714 .00004 1 266 0.01

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .0714 .0709 .00044 1 267 0.13

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0689 .065C .00389 1 270 1.13

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0650 .0315 .03349 1 271 9.71 -

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0337 .0330 .00070 1 270 0.20

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0330 .0315 .00152 1 271 u.42

General Math 1985 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1223 .1187 .00354 1 222 0.89

Intercept D;fferences for Sex 8 9 .1187 .0791 .03960 1 223 10.02

General Math 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity = .hite & Black) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1007 .0977 .00304 1 195 0.66

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0976 .0963 .00130 1 196 0.28
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Coi.,arison R
2

F-Test Coqprison Full Restricted Full Restricted R2Change dfl df2

General Math 1984 - 1985 Se:-ior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0988 .0894 .00935 1 P30 2.39

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0894 .0878 .00167 1 231 0.42

General Math 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity = White & Black) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1217 .1196 .00207 1 203 0.48

Intercept Oifferences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1196 .1038 .01576 1 204 3.65

Algebra 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .1817 .1749 .00577 1 1,180 9.77

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1749 .1749 .00000 1 1,181 0.00

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1723 .16Y6 .00265 1 1,184 3.79

Intercept Differences Tor Sex 8 9 .1696 .1127 .05692 1 1,185 81.23

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1198 .1146 .00521 1 1,184 7.01

Intercept Differences for Fthnicity 11 12 .1146 .1127 .00185 1 1,185 2.48

Algebra 1985 - 198 6 Fesh-ie,. (Ethnicity r White . Nonwhite)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*etoriicity) 1 2 .1887 .1886 .00001 1 708 0.01

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1886 .1P'7 .00099 1 709 0.86

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1833 .183) .uu032 1 712 0.28

Intercept Differences for Sex d y .1830 .1254 .057ou 1 713 50.2?

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 1, .1310 .1292 .00185 1 712 1.51

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1292 .1254 .00379 1 713 3.0O

Algebra 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity 6nite & Nonwhite)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .1164 .1160 .00038 1 8 0.37

Sex & Etnnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1160 .1106 .00541 1 872 5.34

Sope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1095 .1052 .00433 1 875 4.25

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1052 .0692 .03603 1 876 35.27

Slope Differences for Etnnicity 10 11 .0695 .0693 .G0019 i 875 0.18

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0693 .0692 .00011 1 876 0.11

Algebra 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (EtHnicity Whit & Nonwhite)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*se 'ethnicity) 1 2 .1298 .1298 .OO01 1 617 0.01

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1298 .1279 .00185 1 618 1.32

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1219 .1191 .00279 1 621 1.9t

Intcrcept Differences for Sex 8 9 -1191 .0932 .02590 1 622 18.29 *

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0974 .0960 .00139 1 621 n.96

Intercept Differences for Ethr,icity 11 12 .0960 .0932 .00274 1 622 1.88

Algebra 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity White & Black)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethr~icity) 1 2 .1685 .1658 .00266 1 489 1.57

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1658 .16.48 .00099 1 490 0.58

Slope Differences for Se 7 8 .1517 .151") .00162 1 493 0.94

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 (i .150 .10]0 .04703 1 4.94 27.34

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1128 .1062 .00659 1 493 3.66

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1062 .1030 .00323 1 494 1.79
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F-Test Cowuarison Full Restricted Full Restricted R
2
Change dfl df2 F

Algebra 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Siope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1165 .1048 .01178 1 273 3.64

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1048 .C898 .C1496 I 274 4.58

Algebra 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity " "hit- No rhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1006 .0951 .00553 1 273 1.68

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0951 .0P98 .00529 1 274 1.60

Agebra 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnic ty not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1249 .1076 .01731 1 265 5.24

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1076 .0573 .05032 1 266 15.00 **

Algebra 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity : White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0803 .0598 .0'046 1 265 5.90

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0598 .0573 .00254 1 266 0.72

Geometry 1;85 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2221 .2221 .00001 1 511 0.01

Iotercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2221 .2026 .01948 1 512 12.82 *

Geometry 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity = whice, Rdack & mispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2078 .2041 .00376 2 509 1.21

Intercept Differences fcr Ethnicity 11 12 .2041 .2026 .00150 2 511 0.48

Geometry 1984 - 1985 Sophornorc (Pth icity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2382 .2369 .00131 1 561 0.96

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2369 .2126 .02428 1 562 17.88

Geometry 1984 - 1985 Sophomore 'Ethnicity = White, Black & H. oanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 19 11 .2223 .2172 .00516 2 559 1.35

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2172 .2126 .00458 2 561 1.64

Geometry 1985 - 1986 ophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differerr es for Sex 1 8 .2607 .2604 .00027 1 410 0.Th

Intercept Dif'erences for Sex 8 9 .2604 .2150 .04542 1 411 25.24

Ge'-m.try 1985 - 1986 Sophc'm.rP (Ethnicit/ = White & Stack) (S-x nnt testedl

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2160 .2312 .014.8 1 371 7.32 *

Geometry 1984 - '985 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Stope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2359 .2314 .00450 1 305 1.80

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2314 .1906 .04075 1 306 16.22 *

Geometry 1984 - 1985 junior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex iot te-ted)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1966 .1951 .00152 1 305 0.58

Intercept Differences for Etrnicity 11 12 .1951 .1906 .00452 1 306 1.72
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Comparison R
2

-Ttst Corarison FulI Restricted Full Restricted R
2
Change dfr df2 F

Geometry 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

lop-" Diferences for Sex 7 8 .2504 .2494 .00097 1 123 0.16

ntercept Differences f,)r Sex 8 9 .2494 .2130 .03638 1 124 6.01

Geometry 1q85 - 1986 Jun;or (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

lope Oiffererces for Ethnicity 10 11 .3019 .2585 .04344 1 123 7.65

Geometry 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Lope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2385 .2383 .01015 1 107 0.02

nterccpt Differences for Sex 8 9 .2383 .2376 .00077 1 108 0.11

Geometry 1984 1985 Senior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

top' Differen-e6 for Ethnicity 10 11 .2465 .2446 .00194 1 107 0.28

nterccpt Diffcrences fur Ethnicity 11 12 .2446 .2;76 .00700 1 108 1.00

Calculus 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

pe Oifferer.ccb, for Sex 7 8 .0546 .0541 .00047 1 147 0.07

ntercet Diffcerces for Sex 8 9 .0541 .0541 .00004 1 148 0.01

reneral Science 1984 - 1983 Freshmen (Ethnicity = Wh'te, BlaCK & Hispanic)

-way Interaction Test (ASVAR*sex*ethnir:.ity) 1 2 .2309 .2268 .00413 2 1,956 5.25

on L Ithniciitv Inter'action let 2 3 .2268 .2190 .0077i 2 1,958 9.77 "

onsitcnt Over or Und-r prediction of Subgroup 2 4 .2266 .2261 .00061 3 1,958 0.51

GeneraL Science 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity iot tested)

Lope Differ, nce& for Sex 7 8 .1194 .1173 .00209 1 274 0.65

.tercept Differenceb for Sex 8 9 .1173 .1062 .01112 1 275 3.46

G,nero[ SLience 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity z white & BLack) (Sex nUt tested)

lope Differervcti for fthnicity 10 11 .1261 .1052 .02093 1 240 5.75

itercftt pil;ererce6 for Ethnicity 11 12 .1052 .104 -) .00034 1 241 0.09

Gerc'ral Science 1984 - 1985 Sochomore (Ethnicity z White & Norwh'te)

-wly Interac- tf est (ASVAB*exethr;,ity) 1 2 .2370 .2361 .00093 1 341 0.42

e, L ( t.rocity Interr,,tirjn let 2 3 .2360 .2256 .01039 1 342 4.65

lr..wj, L,ff-r ' C , for $cX 7 8 .2060 .2041 .00198 1 345 0.8C

',tr eqt CL iffetenceli for Sex 8 9 .2041 .1S29 .A5113 1 346 22.23 *

ovj Drffcreri'e fur Ethnicity 10 11 .1705 .1739 .00563 1 345 2.37

'itei .,Fc Dif fir-,es for Ethnicity 11 12 .1739 .1529 .02093 1 346 8.77

Genecral Lciencc 1985 - 19M,. Sophcrmore (Ethnicity rot tested)

1op * L*
4

;'n,rc for Se. 7 8 .1343 .1339 .C06L2 1 183 0.09

ire-,t f)iffeierces fr Sep 8 9 .1539 .09A7 .03520 1 184 7.48

GreraL Slrre 1V[tA - 1986 Srrho j; (Ethnicity = White & Black) (Sr:x not test.d)

E . r'; Eihnicit7 10 11 .1613 .1555 .00f480 1 158 0.90

f, er LCI I,,- Ethn cilty 11 12 .1555 .1234 .03209 1 159 6.04
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Comparison R2

F-Test Comparison Full Restricted FulL Restricted R-Change df1 df2 F

General Science 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0910 .0829 .00811 1 17t 1.55

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0829 .0555 .02746 1 175 5.24

General Science 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Black) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1223 .1205 .00181 1 149 0.31

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1205 .0679 .05261 1 150 8.97 *

General Science 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2053 .2046 .00064 i 258 0.21

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2046 .1775 .02710 1 259 8.82 *

General Science 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1832 .1782 .00494 1 258 1.56

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1782 .1775 .00069 1 259 0.22

General Science 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1082 .1079 .00027 1 182 0.05

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1079 .0806 .02734 1 163 5.61

Biology I -I 184 19.5 Frc.h.r-cn (Ethnicity not tcstcd)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2474 .2471 .00021 1 2Y? 0.09

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2471 .2172 .02991 1 300 11.92 **

Biology I II 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Fthnicity 10 11 .2209 .2172 .00371 1 299 1.42

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2172 .2172 .0000U, 1 300 0.00

Biology I - II 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White & Black)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .1819 .1818 .t,005 1 1,119 0.07

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1818 .1817 .10013 1 1,120 0.17

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1801 .1801 .01000 1 1,123 0.00

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1801 .1366 .04348 1 1,124 59.60

Slkpe Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1376 .1374 00020 1 1,123 0.26

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1374 .1366 .00081 1 1,124 1.05

Biology I - I 1984 - 1985 Sophom.ore (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2268 .2265 .00028 2 1,371 0.24

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2265 .2216 .00489 2 1,373 4.34

Slope Differences for ':x 7 8 .1938 .1895 .00433 1 1,379 7.40 *

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1895 .1603 .02922 1 1,380 49.75

Slop2 Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1806 .1772 .00344 2 1,377 2.89

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1772 .1603 .01691 2 1,3/9 14.17

Biology I - II 1985 - 1986 Sophynore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2122 .1998 .01276 1 335 5.26

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1998 .1308 .06905 1 336 21'.9*
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Comparison R
2

F-Test Copparison Full Restricted Full Restricted R
2
Chenge dfl df2 F

Biology I - II 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity z White, BLack & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Stope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1336 .1315 .00202 2 333 0.39

intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1315 .1308 .00078 2 335 0.15

Biology I - II 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity m White & Nonwhitc)
3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2368 .2357 .00108 397 0.56

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2357 .2357 .00000 1 398 0.00

Slope Differences for Sex 7 F- .2247 .2212 .00356 1 401 1.B4

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2212 .1736 .04758 1 402 24.56 ,

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1866 .1846 .00202 1 401 1.00

intercept Differences fcr Ethnicity ;I 12 .1846 .1736 .01102 1 402 5.43

Bioiogy 1 -11 1985 -1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2918 .2811 .01073 1 147 2.23

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2811 .2127 .06839 1 148 14.05

Biology 1 -1 1984 -1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differenc-.s for Sex 7 8 .3506 .3482 .00241 1 195 0.72

Intercept D fferences for Se. 8 9 .3482 .2986 .U4962 1 196 14.92 **

Biology I - !! 19C4 - 1995 Secnor ('thnicitV = White & Black) (Sex not test d)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .3462 .3458 .00041 1 176 0.11

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .3458 .3067 .03002 1 177 10.56 *

Chemistry I - II 1985 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .i858 .17a8 .00703 1 128 1.11

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1788 .1331 .04568 1 129 7.18 *

Chemistry I II 1984 - 1985 ScphoiNoore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1010 .1000 .00103 1 168 0.19

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1000 .0603 .03971 1 169 7.46 *

Chemistry 1 - II 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity not ttstea)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1.?23 .1137 .00861 1 430 4.22

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1137 .0546 .05908 1 431 28.T3 *

Chemistry I II 198. - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1961 .i946 .00147 1 426 0.78

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1946 .1224 .07224 1 427 38.30 "

Chemistry I - II 1984 1985 Junior (Ethnicity = Jhite & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1429 .1388 .00408 1 426 2.03

intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1388 .1224 .01640 1 427 8.13

Chemistry I - 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Difference for Sex 7 8 .16?2 .1562 .01096 1 '37 1.80

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1562 .0747 .08148 1 138 13.33 **

498



TabLe D-7. (Continued)

Comparicon R2

F-Test Comparison Full Restricted Full Restricted P.2Change dfl df2 F

Chemistry I - II 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity = white & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0884 .0884 .00004 1 137 0.01

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0884 .0747 .01367 1 138 2.07

Chemistry I - II 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Stope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1799 .1781 .00174 1 156 0.33

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1781 .1759 .00225 1 157 0.43

Chemistry I - if 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity = White & Nonihite) (Sex not tested)

Siope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2129 .1810 .03190 1 156 6.32

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1810 .1759 .00506 1 157 0.97

Physics I - II 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1174 .1127 .00474 1 232 1.25

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 1127 .0618 .05093 1 233 13.37

Physics I - i 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 J .1842 .18.42 .00002 1 166 0.00

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1842 .1130 .07116 1 167 14.57

Government & Civics 1984 - 1985 Freshrnen (Ethnicity not teqted)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2568 .2517 .00508 1 344 2.35

Intercept Differerices for Sex 8 9 .2517 .2321 .01961 1 345 9.04 *

Goverrnent & Civics 1;84 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1312 .1247 .00654 1 155 1.17

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1247 .0796 .04514 1 156 8.05 *

Government & Civics 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1343 .1232 .01110 1 417 5.34

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1232 .0832 .03998 1 418 19.06 **

Goverrrent & Civics 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity = white & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Stope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1115 .1110 .00051 1 388 0.22

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1110 .0888 .02224 1 389 9.73 *

Government & Ci'vics 1984 - 1985 juninr (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Se). 7 8 .2359 .2293 .00606 1 456 3.62

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2298 .1903 .03949 1 457 23.43 **

Governrent & Civics 1984 -1985 Junior (Ethnicity White & Nonwhite) Scx not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1964 .1952 .00125 1 456 0.71

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1952 .1903 .00485 1 457 2.75
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Comlparison R2

F-Test Co.,parison Full Restricted Full Restricted R2 Change dfI df2

Goverrment & Civics 1955 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Black)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVABsex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2529 .2518 .00102 1 707 0.97

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2518 .2515 .00032 1 708 0.30

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2420 .2325 .00952 1 711 8.93

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2325 .1830 .04948 1 712 45.90 *

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1905 .1889 .00158 1 711 1.39

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1881) .1830 .00588 1 712 5.16

Government & Civics 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity = White & Black)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2433 .2429 .00040 1 602 0.32

Sex & Ethnicity interaction Test 2 3 .2429 .2423 .00052 1 603 0.42

SLope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2305 .2300 .00047 1 606 0.37

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2300 .2063 .02368 1 607 18.67

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2183 .2174 .00091 1 606 0.70

Intercept Differen:es for Ethniciky 11 12 .2174 .2063 .01107 1 607 8.58

History 19"" . 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity White, Black & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2689 .2682 .00067 2 1,319 0.60

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2682 .261 .00207 2 1,321 1.87

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2636 .2629 .00077 1 1,327 1.39

Interrept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2629 .2130 .04986 1 1,328 89.83 **

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 il .2198 .2157 .00405 2 1,325 3.44

Intercept Differences tor Ethnicity 11 12 .2157 .2130 .00272 2 1,327 2.3C

History 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity White & Black)

3-way interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2422 .2422 .00004 1 1,343 0.07

Sex i Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2422 .2418 .00042 1 1,344 0.74

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2412 .2405 .00'70 1 1,347 1.25

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2405 .2193 .02114 1 1,348 37.51

SLope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2199 .2194 .00047 1 1,347 0.81

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2194 .2193 .00006 1 1,348 0.10

History 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity white & Block)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2429 .2428 .C0014 1 1,430 0.26

Sex t Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2428 .2415 .00125 1 1,431 2.36

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2403 .2398 .00052 1 1,434 0.97

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2398 .2055 .03430 1 1,435 64.74 *

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2075 .2074 .00004 1 1,434 0.08

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2074 .2055 .00191 1 1,435 3.45

History 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity White, Black & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVA9*sexlethnicity) 1 2 .2067 .2062 .00041 2 1,465 0.38

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Tc't 2 3 .2062 .2008 .00547 2 1,467 5.06

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1899 .1861 .00381 1 1,473 6.94 *

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1861 .1336 .05248 1 1,474 95.05

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1490 .1428 .00621 2 1,471 5.37 *

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1428 .1336 .00918 2 1,473 7.89 *
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F-Test Comparison FulL Restricted Full Restricted R2 Change df1 df2 F

history 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity = Whr.ite & Black)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex~ethnhcity) 1 2 .2683 .2679 .00043 1 1,102 0.65

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2679 .2672 .00069 1 1,103 1.04

SLope Difference: for Sex 7 8 .2657 .2635 .00221 1 1,106 3.33

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2635 .2098 .05372 1 1,107 80.74 '

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2127 .2126 .0000 1 1,106 0.11

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2127 .2098 .00287 1 1,107 4.03

History 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2017 .1904 .01133 1 4Z8 6.07

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1904 .1352 .05517 1 429 29.23

istory 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity = white & Black) (Sex no, tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1367 .1359 .00076 1 409 0.36

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1359 .1311 .00482 1 410 2.29

History 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity net tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .3101 .3041 .00603 1 423 3.70

Intercept Differeices for Sex 8 9 .301.1 .2846 .01949 1 424 11.88

History 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity = White & I3lack) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .3358 .3302 .00559 1 402 3.38

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .33U? .3053 .02485 1 403 14.95 "

Foreign Language 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2334 .2327 .00075 1 1,012 0.99

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2327 .1600 .07271 1 1,013 95.99

Foreign Language 1984 - 1965 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

!'ope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1777 .1759 .00179 2 1,010 1.10

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1759 .1600 .01594 2 1,012 9.79

Foreign Language 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1610 .1568 .00414 1 797 3.94

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1568 .0978 .05905 1 798 55.89 '=

Foreign Language 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity - White, Black & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1121 .1037 .00839 2 795 3.76

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1037 .0978 .00590 2 797 2.62

Foreign Language 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2016 .197"1 .00430 1 892 4.81

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1973 .0924 .10491 1 893 116.72 *

Foreign Language 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1080 .1015 .00651 2 890 3.25

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1015 .0924 .00910 2 892 4.52
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F-Test Comparison Full Restricted Full Restricted R2Change dfl df2 F

Foreign Language 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAg~sextethnicity) 1 2 .1555 .1551 .00048 1 604 0.35

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1551 .1551 .00000 1 605 0.00

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1419 .1400 .00191 1 608 1.35

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1400 .0658 .07426 1 609 52.58 "

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0763 .0763 .00002 1 608 0.01

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0763 .0658 .01055 1 609 6.96

Foreign Language 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2032 .2022 .00101 1 480 0.61

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2022 .1019 .10027 1 481 60.46

Foreign Language 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity = white, Black & Hispanic) (Sex not te~ted)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1233 .1219 .00134 2 478 0.37

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1219 .1019 .01999 2 480 5.46 *

Foreign Language 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Szx 7 8 .1931 .1873 .00580 1 247 1.78

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1873 .1167 .07062 1 248 21.55

Foreign Language 1985 - 1986 junior (Ethnicity = White & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

SLope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0843 .0729 .01143 1 205 2.56

Intercept Differerces for Ethnicitv 11 12 .0729 .0709 .00202 1 206 0.45

Foreign Language 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1533 .1530 .00033 1 224 0.09

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1530 .1222 .03077 1 225 8.17 *

Foreign Language 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity = White & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0726 .0702 .00240 1 185 0.48

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0702 .0655 .00471 1 186 0.94

Secretary & Office Education 1985 - 1986 Junicr (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1148 .1140 .00083 1 215 0.20

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1140 .1139 .00011 1 216 0.03

Secretary & Office Education '984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0999 .0913 .00861 1 220 2.10

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0913 .0851 .00628 1 221 1.53

Typing & Word Processing 1984 - 1985 Freshrn (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2270 .2255 .00155 1 507 1.02

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2255 .2051 .02039 1 508 13.37

Typing & Word Processing 1984-1yc3 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2093 .2056 .00373 2 505 1.19

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2056 .2051 .00053 2 507 0.17
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Typing & Word Processing 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1797 .1792 .00058 1 492 0.35

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1792 .1358 .04339 1 493 26.06

lyping & Word Processing 1985-1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1370 .1326 .00444 1 445 2.29

Intercept Differt'ces for Ethnicity 11 12 .1326 .1280 .00455 1 446 2.34

Typing & Word Processing 19B4 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1889 .1876 .00130 1 631 1.01

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1876 .1282 .05943 1 632 46.23 **

Typing & Word Processing 1984-1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic) (Sex niot tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1313 .1292 .00213 2 629 0.77

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1292 .1282 .00104 2 631 0.38

Typing & Word Processing 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1651 .1550 .01003 1 405 4.86

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1550 .1329 .02213 1 406 10.63 *

Typirn & Word Processing 1985-1986 Soohoore (Ethnicity = White & Black) (Sex not tested)

Slope Difference. ,r Etnicity 10 11 .1277 .1269 .00072 1 374 0.31

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1269 .1254 .00157 1 375 0.67

Typing & Word Processing 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2247 .2199 .00481 1 391 2.43

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2199 .1265 .09336 1 392 46.91

Typing & Word Processing 1984-1985 Junior (Ethnicity White & Black) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1350 .1347 .00036 1 359 0.15

Intercept Differetces for Ethnicity i 12 .13't ..1u,"' 1 360 2.02

Typing & Word Processing 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1574 .1525 .00492 1 221 1.29

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1525 .0925 .06002 1 222 15.72 **

Typing & Word Processing 1985-1986 Junior (Ethnicity White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1188 .1046 .01416 1 221 3.55

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1046 .0925 .01214 1 222 3.01

Typing & Word Processing 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1765 .1757 .00073 1 216 0.19

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1757 .1354 .04035 1 217 10.62

Accounting/Fookkeeping 1985 - 1986 Soporvre (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2022 .1952 .00696 1 311 2.71

Intercept Differences for Sex 5 9 .1952 .1268 .06843 1 312 26.53 **
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Accounting/Bookkeeping 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2763 .2720 .00437 1 239 1.44

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2720 .126 .12938 1 240 42.65 **

Account;,ng/9ookkeeping 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .11.7 .1061 .00659 1 185 1.37

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1061 o0551 .05097 1 186 10.61

Accounting/Bookkeeping 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1788 .1786 .00024 1 247 0.07

Intercept Diffcrences for Sex 8 9 .1786 .1218 .05682 1 248 17.16 **

Home Economics 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2134 .2128 .00061 1 547 0.43

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2128 .1550 .05781 1 548 40.24 **

Home Economics 1984-1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White & Black) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 1, .2177 .2162 .00150 1 519 1.00

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2162 .1449 .07133 1 520 47.32"*

Home Economics 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1837 .1831 .00058 1 312 0.22

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1831 .1044 .07871 1 313 30.16 **

Home Economics 1985-1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1105 .1094 .00107 1 312 0.37

:ntercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1094 .1044 .00501 1 313 1.76

Home Economics 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2053 .2053 .00003 1 321 0.01

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2053 .1269 .07844 1 322 31.78 **

Home Economics 1984-1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (SeA not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1664 .1595 .00692 1 321 2.67

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1595 .1269 .03263 1 322 12.50"*

Home Ecoiiomics 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Stope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1740 .1727 .00122 1 394 0.58

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1727 .0957 .07699 1 395 36.76

Home Economics 1985-1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0975 .0971 .00037 1 394 0.16

Intercert Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0971 .0957 .00135 1 395 0.59

Home Economics 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1468 .1467 .00009 1 27? 0.03

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1467 .1019 .04476 1 280 14.69
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Table D-7. (Concluded)

Comparison R2

F-Test Comparison Futl Restricted FuLL Restricted R2 Change dfl df2 F

Home Economics 1984-1985 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1060 .1058 .00013 1 279 0.04

Intercept Differerces for Ethnicity 11 12 .1058 .1019 .00392 1 280 1.23

Home Economics 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1958 .1958 .00001 1 358 0.01

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1958 .0563 .13944 1 359 62.24 **

Home Economics 1985-1986 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0622 .0606 .00153 1 358 0.58

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0606 .0563 .00430 1 359 1.64

Home Economics 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1693 .1689 .00039 1 318 0.15

Intercept Differerces for Sex 8 9 .1689 .1112 .05768 1 31Q 22.14

Home Economics 1984-1985 Senior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slcpe Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1172 .1120 .00522 1 318 1.88

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1120 .11I2 .00080 1 319 0.29

Computer Programming 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2290 .2290 .00001 1 227 0.00

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2290 .1254 .10361 228 30.64 *

Computer Programming 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2620 .2584 .00359 1 240 1.17

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2584 .2061 .05230 1 241 17.00 *

Computer Prograrming 1985 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .3000 .2997 .60034 1 157 0.08

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2997 .1497 .15001 1 158 33.84

Computer Programming 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slc- e Differences for Sex 7 8 .1484 .1459 .00248 1 152 0.44

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1459 .1458 .00015 1 153 0.03

* P < .0;.

** P .001.



Table D-8. F-Tests of Significance for AFNT Composite

Comparison R
2

F-Test Coqparison Full Restricted Full Restricted R
2
Change dfi df2 F

English I - IV 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic)

3-way interaction Test (ASVAB*sex'ethnicity) 1 2 .2590 .2580 .00096 2 2,422 1.57

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2580 .2533 .00472 2 2,424 7.72

Consistent Over or Ureter prediction of Subgroup 2 4 .2580 .2554 .00261 3 2,424 2.84

English I - IV 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White, Black 8 Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2114 .2098 .00167 2 1,989 2.11

Sex & Etnnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2098 .2072 .00259 2 1,991 3.26

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1995 .1993 .0002- 1 1,997 0.64

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1993 .1665 .03273 1 1,998 81.67

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .17?8 .1677 .00508 2 1,995 6.12 *

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1677 .1665 .00119 2 1,997 1.4e

English I - IV 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2806 .2805 .00G06 2 2,296 0.10

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2q05 .2789 .00164 2 2,298 2.62

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2787 .2724 .00635 1 2,304 20.27

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2258 .2255 .00035 2 2,302 C.52

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2255 .2248 .00071 2 2,304 1.06

EIgLisn I - IV 1965 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2554 .2539 .00148 2 1,942 1.93

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2539 .2528 .00111 2 1,944 1.44

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2481 .2407 .00734 1 1,950 19.03 *

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1923 .1913 .00107 2 1,948 1.29

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1913 .1856 .00570 2 1,950 6.87 '

English I - IV 1984 - 1985 Junijr (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic)

3-way Interactior Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2603 .2601 .00019 2 1,721 0.23

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2601 .2597 .00039 2 1,723 0.45

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2573 .2499 .00741 1 1,729 17.24

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1803 .1792 .00107 2 1,727 1.12

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1792 .1774 .00177 2 1,7?9 1.87

English I - IV 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Black)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sexkethnicity) 1 2 .2279 .2277 .00013 1 1,258 0.21

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2277 .2277 .00007 1 1,259 0.11

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2276 .2205 .00709 1 1,262 11.58

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1420 .1420 .00000 1 1,262 0.01

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1420 .1418 .00015 1 1,263 0.23

English I - IV 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2117 .2100 .00168 2 1,275 1.36

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2100 .2092 .00082 2 1,277 0.66

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2012 .1984 .00285 1 1,283 4.57

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1984 .1720 .02637 1 1,284 42.23

Slope D;fferences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1770 .1721 .00493 2 1.281 3.84

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1721 .1720 .00010 2 1,283 0.08
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Table D-8. (Continued)

Comparison R
2

F-Test Comparison Full Restricted Full Restricted R
2
Change dfl df2 F

General Math 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity m White, Black & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASvAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .0818 .0811 .00072 2 1,167 0.45

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .0811 .0773 .00376 2 1,169 2.39

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0750 .0740 .00099 1 1,175 1.26

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0740 .0659 .00809 1 1,176 10.28 *

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .068Q .0689 .00002 2 1,173 0.02

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0689 .0659 .00295 2 1,175 1.86

General Math 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White & Black)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .0347 .0347 .00001 1 549 0.00

Sex & Ethnicitv Interaction Test 2 3 .0347 .0325 .00217 1 550 1.24

Slope Differences for Sex 7 0259 .0223 .00358 1 553 2.03

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0223 .0165 .00583 1 554 3.31

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0239 .0174 .00643 1 553 3.64

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0174 .0165 .00096 1 554 0.54

General Math 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB'sex'ethnicity) 1 2 .0795 .0782 .00132 2 736 0.53

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .0782 .0711 .00703 2 738 2.81

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0593 .0590 .00029 1 744 0.23

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0590 .0559 .00306 1 745 2.42

Slope Differences for Ethnicity in 11 .0680 .0653 .00271 2 742 1.08

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0653 .0559 .00935 2 744 3.72

General Math 1985 - 1986 Sophoeore (Ethnicity = White & Slack)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .1072 .1003 .00683 1 305 ?.33

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1003 .0979 .00242 1 306 0.82

Slope Differences for Sex 7 .0817 .0813 .00040 1 309 0.14

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0813 .0464 .03484 1 310 11.76 **

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0615 .0602 .00139 1 309 0.46

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0602 .0464 .01373 1 310 4.53

General Math 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethni.ity = White & Black)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVA3*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .0590 .0573 .00178 1 266 0.50

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .0573 .0572 .00007 1 267 0.02

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .05Z9 .0515 .00139 1 270 0.40

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0515 .0269 .02468 1 271 7.05 *

Stcpe Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0302 .0299 .00026 1 270 0.07

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0299 .0269 .00306 1 271 G.85

General Math 1985 - 1986 junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1252 .1236 .00166 1 222 0.42

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1236 .0998 .02379 1 223 6.05
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Table D-8. (Continued)

Co r arison 0
2

F-Test Comparison Full Restricted FutI Restricted R
2
Cnange dfl df2 F

General Math 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity
= 
White & Black) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1230 .1186 .00446 1 195 0.99

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1186 1165 .00208 1 196 0.46

General Math 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0843 .0806 .00368 1 230 0.93

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0806 .0804 .0002n 1 231 0.05

General Math 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity = White & Black) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1204 .1195 .00084 1 203 0.19

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1195 .0994 .02010 1 204 4.67

Algebra 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White & Nonwiite)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .1915 .1935 .00607 1 1,180 8.94 *

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1935 .1934 .00002 1 1,181 0.02

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1899 .1877 .00222 1 1,184 3.25

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1877 .1503 .03744 1 1,185 54.63

Slcpe Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1584 .1540 .00442 1 1,184 6.22

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1540 .1503 .00368 1 1,185 5.15

Algebra 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity White & Nonwhite)

3-way interaction lest (AbVAfi*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .201? .201 .O(OU2 1 7U8 U.02

Sex & Ethnicity Inzeracticr, Test 2 3 .2016 .1999 .00173 1 709 1.54

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1973 .1972 .00003 1 712 0.03

intercept Differences for Sex 9 .1972 .1595 .03772 1 713 33.50 *

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1618 .1614 .00034 1 712 0.28

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1614 .1595 .00194 1 713 1.65

Algebra 1984 - 1985 Sophonore (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite)

3-way Interactior Test ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .1432 .1432 .00000 1 871 0.00

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1432 .1373 .00589 1 872 5.99

Slope Differcnces for Se\ 7 8 .1349 .1325 .00243 1 875 2.45

Intercept Differences ior Sex 8 9 .1325 .1102 .02227 1 876 22.49

Slope Differences for Ethnic't,' 10 11 .1124 .1112 .00119 1 875 1.17

Intercept Differences for Ethi:icity 11 12 .1112 .1102 .00102 1 876 1.01

Algeha 1985 - 1986 Sophomrore (Ethnicity White & Nonwhite)

3-w.y !r:teraction Test (ASVAB~sexhniit,) 1 2 .1407 .1407 .0O002 1 617 0.02

Sex & Ethnicity Interectror Test 2 3 .1407 .1184 .00229 1 618 1.65

Slope Differences for Sex 7 3 .1332 .1324 .00088 1 621 0.63

Itercept Differences for Sec 8 9 .1324 .1171 .01531 1 622 10.98 *

Slope Differences for Ethnicity IG 11 .1203 .1182 .00207 1 621 1.46

Intercept Diifeences for thnicity 11 12 .1182 .1171 .00115 1 62i 0.81
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Tabte D-8. (Continued)

Co parison R
2

-Test C.-vip'rison Full Restricted Full Restricted R
2
Change dfl df2 F

ALgebra 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity White & Black)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAg*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .1900 .1896 .0C039 1 489 0.24

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1&96 .1879 .00169 1 490 1.02

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1749 .1745 00041 1 493 0.25

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1745 .1475 .ueu2 1 494 16.17 **

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1602 .1544 .00574 1 493 3.37

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 -1544 .1475 .00698 1 494 4.08

Algebra 1985 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1377 .1331 .00463 1 2/3 1.47

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .i331 .1262 .00691 1 274 2.18

A!.'ebra 14d5 - 1 8o Junior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethb icity 10 11 .1407 .1285 .01227 1 273 3.93

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1285 .1262 .00228 1 274 0.72

Algebra 1984 -1905 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1596 .1492 .01037 1 26i 3.27

:ntercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1492 .1147 .0345 1 266 10.81 *

Algebra 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differunces for Ethnicity 10 1 .1472 .1273 .01997 I 265 -20

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1273 .1147 .01258 1 266 3.83

Geometry 1985 - 19a6 Freshmen (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2441 .2439 .00C18 1 511 0.12

intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2439 .2392 .00469 1 512 3.18

Geometry 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2441 .2396 .00455 2 509 1.53

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2j
96  

.2S93 .00034 2 511 0.12

Geometry 1984 - 1985 Sophomre (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2400 .2400 .00001 1 561 0.00

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2400 .2322 .00779 1 562 5.76

Geometry 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Stope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2444 .2356 .00882 2 550 3.26

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .235C .2322 .00334 2 561 1.22

Geometry 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Stope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2768 .2765 .00028 1 410 0.16

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2765 .2558 .02063 1 411 11.72 *

Geomretry 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Etl. city = White & Black) (Sex not tested)

SLooc Dittererces for Ethnicity 10 11 .2923 .2672 .02506 1 371 13.14

Geometry 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Sioloe Differences for Sex 7 8 .2342 .2330 .00112 1 305 0.45

Intercepr Differences for Sex 8 9 .2330 .2141 .01896 1 306 7.56 *
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Table D-8. (Continued)

Corriparison R
2

lest r.0rp.rion FutL Restricted Fuit Restricied R
2
Charnge dfl df2 F

Geormetry 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity = White A Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

)pe Differnccs for Ethnicity 10 11 .2195 .21Q2 .00034 1 305 0.13

te, 1ept Differenceb for Ethnicity 11 12 .2192 .2141 .00513 1 306 2.01

Gernetry '985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

,,e Dlfferences for Sex 7 8 .2097 .2097 .00005 1 123 0.01

tercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2097 .1949 .01481 1 124 2.32

Gecm.try 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Se- not tested)

ope Differences fur Ethnicity 10 11 .3029 .2441 .05873 1 123 10.36

Geoetry 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

,Po DllffrencCz for SCs 7 8 .2339 .2294 .00453 1 107 0.63

tercept D0fCrcncc5 for SEA 8 9 .2294 .2276 .00174 1 108 0.24

Geometry 1984 - 985 Senior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

O,> Difference. for Ethnicity 10 11 .2451 .2403 .00471 1 107 0.67

teri.ept Differenceb 'or Ethnicity 11 12 .2403 .2276 .01271 1 108 1.81

Calculus 1985 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

oPe Differences lor Se, 7 8 .1084 .1071 .00!25 1 147 0.21

t.r,et [,iffer " fi (.0" 8 9 .1071 .1070 .00015 1 148 0.02

Generat S. incc 1984 - 1985 frv ,hm n (Ethnicity = White, btack & Hispanic)

4ay Interactlon Test (ASVABsex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2b90 .2655 .00347 2 1,956 4.64 -

& Ethnicity knreroction Yv.ft 2 3 .2655 .2578 .00777 2 1,958 10.36 **

1isltent Over or UndJer prediction of Subgroup 2 4 .2655 .2654 .00017 3 1,958 0.15

teneral ScIcice 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity not tested)

op. Differer,ces for Sex 7 8 .1105 .1078 .00267 1 274 0.82

tefrcvjt Diffure'Ie. for Sex 8 9 .1078 .1014 .00640 1 275 1.97

uenerrit Sciunce 19b5 - 1986 Fre.shmen (Lthricity 7 White & Black) (Sex not testeu)

, )( oifferi,+rces for Cthnicity 10 11 .1345 .1026 .03189 1 240 8.84

Gvnerot Science 194 - 19b5 Sophomore (Ethnicity 1 White & Nonwhite)

4oy InteraLti~r, lest (ASIABn.cx'ethnicity) 1 2 .2447 .2426 .00212 1 341 0.96

' 1; thniLity Irteraction Ted,, 2 3 .2426 .2303 .01229 1 342 5.55

ape L'Iffere-Ifbe fur Sen 7 8 .2146 .2135 .00105 1 345 0.46

torz-cpt Dffc.verr.-et for Sex 8 9 .?!35 .1803 .03328 1 346 14.64 **

opn Uiffvercrcei for LthniLity 10 11 .2025 .1981 .00445 1 345 1.93

tercep, Differece. fur I thrni ity 11 12 .1981 .1803 .0178? 1 .146 7.69

.rG e aol 1111. . '/j5 - 1'itiL ,!uxn.r (Lthnicity not teted)

11" Dlffpf(:r,..,:: for e.X 7 8 .1450 .144. .00047 1 183 0.10

IUICC.F.t 1ffeiC1c. fur Sey 8 9 .1445 .1190 .02553 1 184 5.49

('r 1; n[l Sclun.": 1')b - V-4,/ Sljlic.,,e (Lthni~ity W hWite & [lCack) (bcs< not teste~d)

4,o Dffi n, . f, I Fih.i iti 10 11 .1/84 .1724 .00606 1 158 1.17

elc..t UilfnL'-e I ' r [ lth l'( ity 11 12 .1724 .1426 .02974 1 159 5.71
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Table D-8. (Continued)

Comparison R
2

F-Test Comparison Full Restricted Full Restricted R'Change df1 df2  F

General Science 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0917 .0899 .00172 1 174 0.33

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0899 .0735 .01647 1 175 3.17

General Science 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Black) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1500 .14?9 .00217 1 149 0.38

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1479 .0926 .05525 1 150 9.3 *

General Science 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2438 .2435 .00033 1 258 0.11

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2435 .2299 .01352 1 259 4.63

Gemral S'iencc 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2328 .2300 .00279 1 258 0.94

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2300 .2299 .00002 1 259 0.01

General Science 1984 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1006 .0999 .00066 1 182 0.13

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0999 .0816 .01833 1 183 3.73

iology I - 1 1934 - 1935 F h r (Ethnicity rot tested,

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2265 .2262 .00028 1 299 0.11

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2262 .2142 .01205 1 300 4.67

Biology I 1! 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity W White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Diffr-ences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2180 .2142 .00381 1 299 1.46

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2142 .2142 .00001 1 300 0.00

Biology I - 1I 1985 - 1986 Freshren (Ethnicity = White & Back)

3-way Interaction lest (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2024 .2023 .00008 1 1,119 0.11

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2023 .2022 .00008 1 1,120 0.11

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1998 .1992 .00053 1 1,123 0.75

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1992 .1717 .02752 1 1,124 38.63 **

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1744 .1741 .00033 1 1,123 0.45

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1741 .1717 .00235 1 1,124 3.19

Biology I - 11 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVABsexethnicity) 1 2 .2685 .2681 .00037 2 1,371 0.35

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2681 .2597 .00840 2 1,373 7.88

Cc 'isttn! Over rU--,- pediction of Subgroup 2 4 .z681 .2555 .01265 3 1,373 7.91

Slope Dif;erences for Sex 2 5 .2681 .2574 .01068 1 1,373 20.04

Stcpe Differences for Ethnicity 2 6 .2681 .2661 .00200 2 1,373 1.88

Biology I - 11 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity no, tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2588 .2501 .003T3 1 335 3.95

Intecept Differences for Sek. 8 9 .2501 .2016 .04846 1 336 21.71 *
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TabLe 0-8. (Continued)

Comparison R2

F-Test Corperison Full Restricted Full Restricted R2 Change dfi df2 F

RioLogy I - I1 1985 - 1986 Sopomore (Ethnicity = Uhite, Black & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2080 .2053 .00269 2 333 0.57

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2053 .2016 .00371 2 335 0.78

Biology I - II 19F,4 1985 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2598 .2592 .00062 1 397 0.33

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2592 .2588 .00035 1 398 0.19

Slcpe Differences for Sex 7 8 .2457 .2405 .00518 1 401 2.75

Intercept Differences fcr Sex 8 9 .2405 .2106 .02993 1 402 15.84

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2287 .2257 .00295 1 401 1.53

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2257 .2106 .01510 1 402 7.84 *

Biology I - 1I 1985 - 1986 Junicr (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .3812 .3600 .02126 1 147 5.05

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .3600 .3283 .03171 1 148 7.33 *

Biology I - II 1984 - 1985 Senior tEthnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .3575 .3548 .00269 1 195 0.82

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .3548 .3271 .02772 1 196 8.42 *

8ioloy I - !! 1901. - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity = White & Black) CSex nst tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .3760 .3748 .00127 1 176 0.36

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .3748 .3396 .03518 1 177 9.96 *

Chemistry I - I 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2157 .2106 .00510 1 128 0.83

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2106 .18M7 .02192 1 129 3.58

Chemistry I - It 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0961 .0830 .01309 1 168 2.43

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0830 .0590 .02402 1 169 4.43

Chemistry I II 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 0 .1429 .1379 .00503 1 430 2.52

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1379 .0954 .04250 1 431 21.25 *

Chemistry I - I 1984 - 1985 Junior (Etnnicity rot tesLed)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2226 .2191 .00344 1 426 1.89

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2191 .1741 .04502 1 427 24.62 **

Chemistry I - II 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Scx not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2115 .2031 .00846 1 426 4.57

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2031 .1741 .0289( 1 427 15.52 **

Chemistry I - II 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnic~ty not tested)

Slope Differvnces for Sex 7 8 .1766 .1692 .00744 1 137 1.24

intt-rcept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1692 .1110 .05820 1 138 9.6/ *
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Table C-8. (Continued)

Comparison R
2

F-Test Comparison Full Restricted FuLL Restricted R
2
Change dfl df2 F

Chemistry I - 11 1985 1986 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

SLope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1288 .1281 .00071 1 137 0.11

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1281 .1110 .01710 1 138 2.71

Chemistry I - i 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2319 .2300 .00190 1 156 0.39

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2300 .2298 .00021 1 157 0.04

Chemistry I II 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not testeo)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2749 .2363 .03869 1 156 8.33 &

Physics I - II 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1447 .1341 .01062 1 232 2.88

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1341 .0964 .03770 1 233 10.14 *

Physics I II 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2036 .2032 .00045 1 166 0.09

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2032 .1695 .03361 1 167 7.04 *

Goverment & Civics 1984 -1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differe,;e for Se^ 7 8 .3C24 .29 9 .C0251 3114 1.24

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2999 .2942 .00574 1 345 2.83

Government & Civics 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Stope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1734 .1571 .01629 1 155 3.05

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1571 .1267 .03040 1 156 5.63

Goverrment & Civics 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicit,' not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1820 .1727 .00933 1 417 4.76

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1727 .1446 .02804 1 418 14.17 *

Government & Civics 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1721 .1722 .00004 1 388 0.02

!ntercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1722 .1569 .01524 1 389 7.16 *

Government & Civics 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Sloorn Differences for Sex 7 8 .2716 .2683 .00324 1 456 2.03

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2683 .2524 .01594 1 457 9.96 *

Goveryrent & Civics 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sei not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2559 .2551 .00074 1 456 0.45

intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2551 .2524 .00275 1 457 1.69

Government & Civics 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Slack)

3-way nteraction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2904 .2897 .00067 1 707 0.67

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2897 .2894 .00030 1 708 0.30

S'ope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2817 .2777 .00404 1 711 4.00

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2777 .2518 .02586 1 712 25.49 **

Slope Differences for Ethnicity i0 11 .e598 .2598 .00000 1 711 0.00

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2598 .2518 .00791 1 712 7.61 *
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fable 0-8. (Continued)

Comparison R2

F-Test Coqparison Full Restricted Full Restricted R Change dfi df2 F

Government & Civics 1984 - 1985 Senio" (Cthr,icity= White & Black)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2759 .2756 .00023 1 602 0.19

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2756 .2756 .00004 1 603 0.03

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2651 .2645 .00061 1 606 0.51

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2645 .2551 .00938 1 607 7.74 *

Sicpe Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2672 .2664 .00081 1 606 0.67

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2664 .2551 .01129 1 607 9.34 *

History 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity White, Black & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAS*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2959 .2946 .00130 2 1,319 1.21

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2946 .2928 .00177 2 1,321 1.65

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2877 .2875 .00021 1 1,327 0.38

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2875 .2579 .02956 1 1,328 55.09

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2672 .2613 .00590 2 1,325 5.33

Intercept Differences for Et'nicity 11 12 .2613 .2579 .00341 2 1,327 3.06

History 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White & Black)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex'ethnicity) 1 2 .2825 .2825 .00002 1 1,343 0.04

Sex & Ethnicity Ir .eraction Test 2 3 .2825 .2822 .00027 1 1,344 0.51

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2810 .2809 .00004 1 1,347 0.07

Intercept Differences for Scx 8 9 .2809 .2T38 .00711 1 1,348 13.34 "

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2750 .2739 .00114 1 1,347 2.12

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2739 .2738 .00007 1 1,348 0.13

History 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White & Clack)

3way Interaction Test (ASVAB'sex*etnnicity) 1 2 .2883 .2873 .00105 1 1,430 2.11

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2873 .2849 .00242 1 1,431 4.87

Slooe Differences for Sex 7 8 .2841 .2840 .00008 1 1,434 0.16

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2840 .2676 .01635 1 1,435 32.77

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2685 .2685 .00002 1 1,434 0.04

Intercept Difterences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2685 .2676 .00083 1 1,435 1.64

History 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity White, Black & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2301 .2294 .00078 2 1,465 0.74

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2294 .2235 .00586 2 1,467 5.58 *

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2119 .2103 .00166 1 1,473 3.11

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2103 .1751 .03521 1 1,474 65.72 *

SLope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1900 .1812 .00875 2 1,471 7.94

History 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity Whit &, Black)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*scx*ethnicity) 1 2 .3113 .3106 .00068 1 1,102 1.09

'ex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .3106 .3098 .00081 1 1,103 1.29

Slcpc Differences for Sex 7 8 .3080 .3077 .00028 1 1,106 0.44

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .3077 .2793 .02842 1 1,107 45.45

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2810 .2806 .00041 1 1,106 0.64

intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2806 .2793 .00125 1 1,107 1.93
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Table D-8. (Continued)

Comparison R2

F-Test Comparison Full Restricted Full Restricted R2 Chenge df df2 F

History 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2495 .2364 .01311 1 428 7.47 *

History 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Black) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2012 .2010 .00019 1 409 0.10

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2010 .1985 .00251 1 410 1.29

History 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .3518 .3481 .00372 1 423 2.43

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .3481 .3427 .00543 1 424 3.53

History 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity = White & Black) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .3853 °3829 .00248 1 402 1.63

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .3829 .3604 .02251 1 403 14.70 *

Co, eigr Languaye 1964 - 1-v5 Freshmen (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2758 .2757 .00012 1 1,012 0.17

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2757 .2238 .05192 1 1,013 72.61 **

Foreign Language 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differe'res for Ethnicity 10 11 .2533 .2490 .00431 2 1,010 2.91

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2490 .2238 .02525 2 1,012 17.01

Foreign Language 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2079 .2052 .00272 1 797 2.74

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 Q .2052 .1600 .04519 1 798 45.37

Foreign Language 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1784 .1709 .00744 2 795 3.60

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1709 .1600 .01090 2 797 5.24 *

Foreign Language 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences fcr Sex 7 8 .2282 .2277 .00043 1 892 0.50

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2278 .1463 .08140 1 893 94.13 **

Foreign Language 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1649 .1617 .00328 2 890 1.75

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1617 .1463 .01532 2 892 8.15

Foreign Language 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .1828 .1805 .00229 1 604 1.70

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1805 .1802 .00028 1 605 0.21

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1626 .1610 .00153 1 608 1.11

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1610 .1018 .05922 1 609 42.99 **

Slope Differences fcr Ethr, iLity 10 11 .1221 .1205 .00165 1 608 1.14

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1205 .1018 .01863 1 609 12.90 **
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Tabte D-8. (Continued)

Comparison R2

F-Test Cooparison Full Restricted Full Restricted R2Change dfl df2 F

Foreign Language 1984 - 1985 Junicr (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2263 .2226 .^O;77 1 480 2.34

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2226 .1466 .07593 1 481 46.98

Foreign Language 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity = White, Btack & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)
Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 1 .1723 .1707 .00165 2 478 0.48

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1707 .1466 .02406 2 480 6.96 *

Foreign Language 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2040 .1888 .01523 1 247 4.73

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1888 .1429 .04591 1 248 14.03

Foreign Language 1985 1986 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1218 .1042 .01755 1 205 4.10

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1042 .0995 .00471 1 206 1.08

Foreign Language 1984 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1809 .1778 .00319 1 224 0.87

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1778 .1615 .01628 1 225 4.45

Foreign Language 19&4 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity = White & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1158 .1120 .00375 1 185 0.78

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1120 .1036 .00839 1 186 1.76

Secretary & Of;ice Education 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity z White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1317 .1306 .00110 1 215 0.27

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1306 .1306 .00002 1 216 0.00

Secretary & Office Education 198 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1168 .1112 .00556 1 220 1.38

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1112 .1060 .00519 1 221 1.29

Typing & Word Processing 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity n ,t tested)

Stope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2441 .2441 .00005 1 507 0.03

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2441 .2345 .00959 1 508 6.45

Typing & Word Processing 1984-1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

SVope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2381 .2361 .00208 2 505 0.69

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2360 .2345 .00159 2 507 0.53

Typing & Word Processing 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1894 .1885 .00096 1 492 0.58

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1885 .1566 .03188 1 493 19.37

Typing & Word Processing 1985-1986 Freshmien (Ethnicity = White & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1522 .1510 .00120 1 445 0.63

Intercept Dif'erences for Ethrii,ity 11 12 .1510 .1448 .00622 1 446 3.27
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Table 0-8. (Continued)

Conparison R
2

F-Test Comparison Full Restricted Full Restricted R
2
Change dfI df2 F

Typing & word Processing 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Se 7 8 .2160 .2150 .00107 1 631 0.86

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2150 .1760 .0390U 1 632 31.40

Typing & Word Processing 1984-1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1794 .1786 .00081 2 629 0.31

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1786 .1760 .00258 2 631 0.99

Typing & Word Processing 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1894 .1812 .00818 1 405 4.09

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1812 .1698 .01138 1 406 5.64

Typing & Word Processing 1985-1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White & Black) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1660 .1649 .00111 1 374 0.50

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1649 .1637 .u0119 1 375 0.53

Typing & Word Processing 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2250 .2242 .00080 1 391 0.40

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2242 .1612 .06300 1 392 31.83

Typing & Word Processing 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity = White & .Aack) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1698 .i695 .00028 1 359 0.12

Intercept Differences for EthniLity 11 12 .1695 .1634 .00614 1 360 2.66

Typing & Word Processing 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1521 .1502 .00186 1 221 0.49

Intvrcept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1502 .1106 .03962 1 222 10.3r *

Typing & Word Processing 1985-1986 Junior (Ethnicity White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1312 .1236 .00763 1 221 1.94

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1236 .1106 .01299 1 222 3.29

Typing & Word Processing 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2231 .2195 .00361 1 216 1.00

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2195 .1901 .02933 1 217 8.16 *

Accotinting/bookkeeping 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2241 .2223 .00177 1 311 0.71

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2223 .1731 .04928 1 312 19.77

Accounting/Bookkeeping 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity no- tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .3027 .2982 .00443 1 239 1.52

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2982 .2116 .08661 1 240 29.62

Accounting/Bookkeeping 1985 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1369 .1311 .00579 1 185 1.24

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1311 .0967 .0i442 1 186 7.37
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Table 0-8. (Continued)

Comparison R
2

F-Test Comparison Full Restricted FuLI Restricted R2Chanqe dfI df2 F

Accounting/Bcokkeeping 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1951 .1907 .00436 1 247 1.34

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1907 .1570 .03370 1 248 
1
0.33

Home Economics 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2346 .2338 .00083 1 547 0.60

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2338 .1916 .04222 1 548 30.19

Home Economics 1--84-1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White & Black) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2506 .2487 .00191 1 519 1.32

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2487 .1794 .06932 1 520 47.98**

Home Economics 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differe,.ces ;-- Sex 7 8 .1833 .1825 .00079 1 312 0.30

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1825 .1241 .05845 1 313 22.38 '*

Home Economics 1985-1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1279 .1277 .00025 1 312 0.09

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1277 .1241 .00359 1 313 1.29

Home Economics 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

SLope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1977 .1977 .00002 1 321 0.01

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1977 .1416 .05608 1 322 22.51

Home Economics 1984-1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1836 .1727 .01090 1 321 4.29

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1727 .1416 .03108 1 322 12.10"*

Home Economics 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1937 .1936 .00016 1 394 0.08

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1936 .1354 .05822 1 395 28.52 **

Home Economics 1985-1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1366 .1358 .00084 1 394 0.38

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1358 .1354 .00042 1 395 0.10

Home Economics 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1723 .1723 .00000 1 279 0.00

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1723 .1454 .02693 1 280 9.11 *

Home Economics 1981-1985 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1475 .1475 .00001 1 279 0.00

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity Ii 12 .1475 .1454 .00215 1 280 0.71

H oew Economics 1985 - 198. Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2057 .2050 .00074 1 358 0.33

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2050 .0972 .10775 1 359 48.66 **
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Table D-8. (Concludied)

Cimparison R
2

F-Test Comparison Full Restricted Full Restricted R
2
Change dfl df2 F

Home Economics 1985-1986 Jun'or (Ethnicity z White & Junior) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences fcr Ethnicity 10 11 .1002 .0988 .00144 1 358 0.57

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0988 .0972 .00157 1 359 0.63

Home Economics 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1811 .1795 .00160 1 318 0.62

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1795 .1402 .03929 1 319 15.28

Home Economics 19F4-1985 Senior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Difterences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1504 .1432 .00714 1 318 2.67

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1432 .1402 .00300 1 319 1.12

CompJuter Prograrring 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2730 .2727 .00027 1 227 0.08

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2727 .2025 .07023 1 228 22.02 "

Computer Progriaming 194 - 1935 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Diffe-ences for Sex 7 8 .2367 .2349 .00178 1 240 0.56

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2349 .2173 .01760 1 241 5.54

Computer Programming 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .3421 .3414 .00059 1 157 0.17

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .3414 .2475 .09382 1 158 22.51 **

Computer Programming 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1947 .1939 .00082 1 152 0.16

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1939 .1924 .00151 1 153 0.29

* P < .01.

** P < .001.
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Table 0-9. F-Tests of Significance for Perceptual Speed Composite

Comparison R
2

F-Test Comparison Full Restricted Full Restricted R
2
Chqnge dfl df2 F

English I - IV 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity - White, Black & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .1572 .1570 .00026 2 2,422 0.37

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2570 .1485 .00847 2 2,424 12.18

Consistent Over or Under prediction of Subgroup 2 4 .1570 .1428 .01418 3 2,424 13.59 **

Slope Differences for Sex 2 5 .1570 .1570 .00000 1 2,424 0.01

English I - IV 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .1358 .1358 .00003 2 1,989 0.03

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1358 .1293 .00645 2 1,991 7.43 **

Consistent Over or Under prediction of Subgroup 2 4 .1358 .1220 .01384 3 1,991 10.63 *

Slope Differences for Sex 2 5 .1358 .1358 .00001 1 1,991 0.03

English I - IV 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Fthnicity = White, Black & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .1725 .1712 .00136 2 2,296 1.89

Sex & Ethnic;ty Interaction Test 2 3 .1712 .1699 .00127 2 2,298 1.76

SIope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1283 .1282 .00003 1 2,304 0.08

Inter-ept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1282 .1131 .01513 1 2,305 40.01 "

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1522 .1507 .0C147 2 2,302 1.99

Intercept Differences for Ethnicitv 11 12 .1507 .1131 .03762 2 2,304 51.02

Erglish I iV 1985 - 1986 Sophnore (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .1339 .1325 .00135 2 1,942 1.51

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1325 .1320 .00058 2 1,944 0.65

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0707 .0706 .00005 1 1,950 0.10

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0706 .0429 .02776 1 1,951 58.27 *

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1020 .0962 .00575 2 1,948 6.24 *

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0962 .0429 .05333 2 1,950 57.53

English I - IV 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (A.VAB*scA*cthnicity) 1 2 .1344 .1338 .00062 2 1,721 0.61

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1338 .1336 .0001, 2 1,723 0.11

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0972 .0972 .00004 1 1,729 0.08

Inter-ept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0972 .0569 .04025 1 1,730 77.13 *

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0883 .0836 .00473 2 1,727 4.48

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0836 .0569 .02669 2 1,729 25.18

English I - IV 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Black)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB'sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .1280 .1271 .00091 1 1,258 1.31

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1271 .1265 .Q0060 1 1,259 0.86

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1045 .1036 .00092 1 1,262 1.30

!ntercept Differences for Sex 8 9 -1036 .0588 .04472 1 1,263 63.00 **

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .077 .0773 .00007 1 1,262 0.10

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0773 .0588 .01848 1 1,263 25.30
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Table D-9. (Continued)

Conparison R
2

F-Test Comparison Full Restricted Fuil Restricted R
2
Change dfI df F

English I - IV 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity = White, Slack & Hispanic)

3-hey Interaction Test (ASVA5*scx*ethnicity) 1 2 .0942 .0919 .00226 2 1,275 1.59

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .0919 .0916 .00034 2 1,27T 0.24

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0578 .0578 .00000 1 1,283 0.00

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0578 .0442 .01358 1 1,284 18.51 **

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0725 .0693 .00319 2 1,281 2.20

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0693 .0442 .02509 2 1,283 17.30

General Math 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity z White, Stack & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .0925 .0911 .00143 2 1,167 0.92

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .0911 .0881 .00296 2 1,169 1.90

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0736 .0728 .00080 1 1,175 1.01

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0728 .0724 .00033 1 1,176 0.42

SLope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0873 .0850 .00223 2 1,173 1.43

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0850 .0724 .01259 2 1,175 8.08

General Math 1985 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity = Whitc & Black)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .0424 .0423 .00019 1 549 0.11

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .0423 .0372 .00501 1 550 2.88

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0340 .0328 .00127 1 553 0.73

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0328 .0322 .00059 1 554 0.34

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0357 .0342 .00151 1 553 0.87

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0342 .0322 .00199 1 554 1.14

General Math 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .1093 .1014 .00797 2 736 3.29

Sex & Ethnicity Interacticn Test 2 3 .1014 .0979 .00346 2 738 1.42

Slope Differences fnr Sex 7 8 .0946 .0944 .00013 1 744 0.10

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0944 .0934 .00100 1 745 0.82

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0968 .0963 .00045 2 742 0.19

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0963 .0934 .00288 2 744 1.18

General Math 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White & Stack)

3-way Interaction lest (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .1113 .1113 .00002 1 305 0.01

Sex & Ethnicit) Interaction Test 2 3 .1113 .1049 .00642 1 306 2.21

Slope Differences for Sex 7 3 .0610 .0598 .00113 1 309 0.37

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0598 .0403 .01955 1 310 6.45

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0857 .0826 .00313 1 309 1.06

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0826 .0403 .04228 1 310 14.29

General Math 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity White & Black)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .0712 .0681 .00307 1 266 0.88

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .0681 .0676 .00052 1 267 0.15

.lope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0447 .0445 .00018 1 270 0.05

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0445 .0284 .01611 1 271 4.57

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0495 .C481 .00140 1 270 0.40

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0481 .0284 .01971 1 271 5.61
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Table D-9. (Continued)

Comparison R
2

F-Test CCparison Full Restricted Full Restricted R2Change dfl df2 F

General Math 1985 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences fnr Sex 7 8 .0549 .0541 .00084 1 222 0.20

Intercept Differerces for Sex 8 9 .0541 .0423 .01173 1 223 2.77

General Math 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity = White & BtacO (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1218 .1112 .01058 1 195 2.35

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1112 .0686 .04257 1 196 9.39 -

General Math 1084 1 O15 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0302 .0297 .00055 1 230 0.13

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0297 .0289 .00076 1 231 0.18

General Math 1984 - 1Q85 Senior (Ethnicity = White & Black) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1r)48 .0936 .01117 1 203 2.53

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity i1 12 .0936 .0273 .06633 1 204 14.93

Algebra 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (Et'nicity White & Nonwhite)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*4ex*ethnicity) 1 2 .0899 .0899 .00004 1 1,180 0.05

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .0809 .0896 .00029 1 1,181 0.38

Siope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0810 .0780 .00304 1 1,184 3.91

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0780 .0665 .01150 1 1,185 14.78 **

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0715 .0714 .0C012 1 1,184 0.15

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0714 .0665 .00486 1 1,185 6.20

Algebra 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .1199 .1197 .00024 1 708 0.20

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1197 .1171 .00253 1 709 2.04

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0614 .0597 .00165 1 712 1.25

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0597 .0475 .01222 1 713 9.26 *

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1020 .0961 .00590 1 712 4.68

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0961 .04T5 .04357 1 713 38.31

Algebra 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity White & Nonwhite)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .0799 .0799 .00007 1 871 0.06

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .0799 .0762 .00364 1 872 3.45

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0701 .0665 .00359 1 875 3.37

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0665 .G620 .00451 1 876 4.23

Slope Differerices for Ethri; ity 10 11 .0676 .0669 .00067 i 875 0.62

Intercept Differences for Ethncity 11 12 .0669 .0620 .00488 1 876 4.58

Algebra 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity White & Nonwhite)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .0695 .0690 .00058 1 617 0M9

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .0690 .tC64 .00255 1 618 1.69

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 -0262 .0254 .00083 1 621 0.53

Intercpt Differences for Sex 8 9 .0254 .0234 .00206 1 622 1.31

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0602 .0601 .00018 1 621 0.12

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0600 .0234 .03669 1 622 24.28 **
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Table D-Q. (Continued)

Comcparison R
2

F-lest Coparison FulL Restricted Full Restricted R2Change dfI df2 F

Algebra 1984 - 1985 Junior (thnicity = White & Black)

3-way Interaction lest (ASVAS*sexethicity) 1 2 .1250 .1241 .00097 1 489 0.54

Sex & Ethnicity Interdction Test 2 3 .1241 .1226 .00153 1 490 0.86

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0956 .0956 .00002 1 493 0.01

Intercept Differences fOr SEA a 9 .0956 .0872 .00840 1 494 4.59

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1132 .1011 .01204 1 493 6.69

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1011 .0872 .01391 1 494 7.64 t

Algebra 1985 - 1986 Ju!nior (Ethnicity nct tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0346 .0336 .00096 1 273 0.27

Intercept Differences for Sex 9 9 .0336 .0336 .00002 1 274 0.01

Algebra I48' - 1i86 Jui.,i (Etonicity '- White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Oifferences for Ethnicity 10 1! .1035 .0818 .02173 1 273 6.62

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0818 .0336 .04821 1 274 14.39

Geotietry 1985 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differe;nces for Sex 7 8 .0478 .0463 .UU144 1 511 0.77

Intercept Differencto for Sex 8 9 .0463 .0414 .00295 1 512 1.58

Geometry 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity = Wnite. Black & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Oifferences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1160 .0949 .02115 2 509 6.09 *

Geometry 1984 - 1985 Soplomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Difference3 fot Sex 7 8 .0167 .C098 .00688 1 561 3.93

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0098 .0097 .00012 1 562 0.07

Geometry 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic) (Sex not tested'

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0361 .0333 .00280 2 559 0.81

Intercept Differences -or Ethnicity 11 12 .0333 .0097 .02363 2 56, 6.86

General Science 1981 - 1985 rreshmen ((thnicity = White, Black & Hispanic)

3-way Interactiun Test (ASVAB'sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .1430 .1418 .00121 2 1,956 1.38

Sex & Ethnicity Interartion Test 2 3 .1418 .1249 .01680 2 1,958 19.27

Censistent Ov,
"
- or Under prediction of Subgsou 2 4 .1418 .1279 .01394 3 1,958 10.60 *

Slope Differences for Sex 2 5 .1418 .1380 .00380 1 1,958 8.68

General Science 1985 .,6. rrcsh ,rn (Ethnicity noz tered)

Slope Ditferences for Sex 1 8 .0586 .0562 .00241 1 274 0.70

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0562 .0554 .00077 1 275 0.23

General Science- 19P5 - 1986 Freshnen (Ethnicity = White & Bltack) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for fthnicity io 11 .G814 .06$3 .01603 1 246 4.19

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 0653 .0541 .01123 1 241 2-89
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TabLe D-9. (Continued)

C ompar or. A
2

leLt CorT risor, Full Restricted Full Restricted 1
2
Chdnge dfl df2 F

GeneraL Science 1984 - 1985 Sophoriore (Ethnicity - White & Nonwhite)

:,y Interaction TeCt (AVAB*scx*ethnicity) 1 2 .1870 .18.&4 .0261 1 341 1.10

- & [thnicity interaction Test 2 3 .1844 .1707 .01374 1 342 5.76

Tpe Differences for Scx 7 8 .1706 .16T3 .00332 1 345 1.38

gic.|pt Oiffercnceb fcr Se'. 8 9 .1673 .1628 .00444 1 346 1.85

ope Diffcref ef for Ethnicity 10 11 .162? .1628 .00005 1 345 0.02

ter¢cpt Diffreryce 'or Ethrricito 11 12 .1628 .1628 .00002 1 346 0.01

GL Scicrcc 19855 196 Sophooore (Ethnicity not tested)

4o- Dlffep,"v.e. fr b, 7 8 .0610 .0610 .03003 1 183 0.01

ti.rceft fferor.s for Lem 8 9 .0610 .0486 .01245 1 184 2.44

,,rel Sci,.9zc 19b5 1986 Sotoomre (Ethnicity t White & Black) (Sex nct tested)

tp- Liffzrrifb. fc.t LthrLtilr y 10 11 .1869 .17C9 .0160" 1 158 3.12

'r.Ce;t 0iffercrceb for Uhth.,csty 11 12 .1708 .0689 .I1]197 1 159 19.55 *

t,-ricr ~ $ci,_,,e 19P-,i4 198,5 jnrior (Ethr.rcity not tested)

5, 0iffrerc; 1 w ., 7 8 .0467 .0354 .01135 1 174 2.08

tvc.c,, DI9v#e eb for S(. 8 9 .0354 .0247 .01070 1 175 1.94

GC;riial tciIce )98-4 1I85 JL, rr (1thnicity - White & OLuck) (Scx nrlt tc ted)

fy-- .. ,f'i', Liii (thr, i~i y 10 11 .14l2 .1Ll2 .00000 1 149 0.00

icr , Dlfferrrccb f r EthrIcity 11 12 .1432 .0244 .11872 1 150 20.18 *

ertrt& ic. ien 1935 19M6 Ji.Mi,i (fthrilcity filt tcst-d)

€(- (, vvfcrs bor ,n 7 8 .0790 .0574 .021/,3 1 258 6.06

tr('.ir Dffti,ieb fo( i., 8 9 .0574 .0570 .00037 1 259 0.10

Lurit iL ScIci. C 1918 1o906I JuIror (lthrocity r White & Nonwlite) (Sex nut tetud)

",e ,.- le , %, lo hr (triocIty 10 It .13$8 .0998 .03400 1 25 10.13 *

I IIt., Ib~, - i'eLU, I E~* ( t hnc I It y r.ut t tI.t cd,

C4 f ilCC'!er1 fr 1., / 8 .0815 .0798 .00170 1 299 0.55

l i,~l,! UIfie,-' ,r 8 9 .0/'i .07/6 .002?,' 1 300 6. 74

b Iv'~ I ,W I~ 11ty, I'm Iiri tI I~ y Wt' t N &te) ( C, .rJt tC~tC-d)

Ulrl( C.i -b fli ltti.1i ltY 1 I 1 .1 05 .3 .00091 1 2W~ UCO0

r $, ! ti Ut i.r. f [thI, tt 11 12 .105 .0//6 .0 591 1 300 8.67

v.~ 1~ v3I (A. 44'bLJ % 'I,i , 1 L I Iii Z .180 3 O.(iOO. 1 1, 11 1 1.17

Iri,,,,, I '. ,, I -. .3 , .0P,;1 .0012G 1 1.120 1.46
- I! r.zs IA .r 7 15 .i,')4 .640,./ .00J554 1 1,1/. 4.34

4 * .,i ..,, E r ,,'' Of 11 'i.5 . I6/.9 1 1,1 9 Y.0/

| L , L. f. *, ( - , t I i' 1/ iita3 041 p (j18',5 1 1 22 11
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Table D-9. (Continued)

Comparison R2

F-Test Comparison Full Restricted Full Restricted R2Change dfl df2 F

General Science 1984 - 1985 Sophomore "(Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .1870 .1844 .00261 1 341 1.1b

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1844 .1707 .01374 1 342 5.76

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1706 .1673 .00332 1 345 1.38

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1673 .1628 .00444 1 346 1.85

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1629 .1628 .00005 1 345 0.02

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1628 .1628 .00002 1 346 0.01

General Science 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0610 .0610 .00003 1 183 0.01

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0610 .0486 .01245 1 184 2.44

General Science 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White & BLack) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1869 .1709 .01604 1 158 3.12

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1708 .0689 .10197 1 159 19.55

General Science 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0467 .0354 .01138 1 174 2.08

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0354 .0247 .01070 1 175 1.94

General Science 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity = White & BLack) (Sex not tested)

SLope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1432 .1432 .00000 1 149 0.00

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1432 .0244 .11872 1 150 20.78

General Science 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0790 .0574 .02163 1 258 6.06

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0574 .0570 .00037 1 259 0.10

General Science 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity a White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1338 .0998 .03400 1 258 10.13

BioLogy 1 - I 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0815 .0798 .00170 1 299 0.55

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0799 .0776 .00227 1 300 0.74

Biology I - II 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

SLope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1035 .1035 .00001 1 299 0.00

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1035 .0776 .02591 1 300 8.67 *

Biology I - II 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White & BLack)

73-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .0812 .0803 .00096 1 1,119 1.17

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .0803 .0791 .00120 1 1,120 1.46

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0541 .0487 .00534 1 1,123 6.34

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0487 .0418 .00692 1 1,124 8.18 *

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0678 .0603 .00749 1 1,123 9.02 *

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0603 .0418 .01853 1 1,124 22.16 **
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1Ijble D-9. (Contired)

Comparison R
2

F-Test Comnparison Full Restricted Full Restricted R
2
Changc dfl c2

Biology I - II 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAS*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .0975 .0971 .00040 2 1,3fl 0.30

Sex & Fthnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .0971 .0926 .00457 2 ,373 3.47

SLope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0789 .0786 .00026 1 1,379 0.38

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0786 .0778 .00085 1 1,330 1.28

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0914 .0892 .00215 2 1,377 1.63

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0892 .0778 .01148 2 1,379 8.69

Biology I - 11 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1013 .1011 .00026 1 335 0.10

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1011 .0776 .02346 1 336 8.77

Biology I - II 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1141 .0930 .02101 2 333 3.95

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0930 .0776 .01541 2 335 2.85

Biology I - 1I 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .1384 .1384 .00001 1 397 0.00

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1384 .1208 .01757 1 398 8.12

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0680 .0533 .01464 1 401 6.30

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0533 .0495 .00383 1 402 1.62

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1056 .0821 .02346 1 401 10.52 *

tIntercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0821 .0495 .03262 1 402 14.29

Biology I - II 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1645 .1604 .00404 1 147 0.71

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1604 .1374 .02299 1 148 4.05

Biology I - II 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0698 .0695 .00022 1 195 0.05

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0695 .0540 .01550 1 196 3.26

Biology I - If 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity = White & BLack) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2968 .2966 .00012 1 176 0.03

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2966 .0681 .22853 1 177 57.51

Chemistry I - II 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1104 .1074 .00294 1 128 0.42

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1074 .1026 .00483 1 129 0.70

Chemistry I - 11 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethn(city not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0410 .0386 .00234 1 430 1.05

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0386 .0153 .02334 1 431 10.46 *



Table 0-9. (Continued)

Comparison R2

F-Test Conparison Full Restricted Full Restricted R2Change df1 df2

Chemistry I - I 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0328 .0328 .00000 1 426 0.00

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0328 .0185 .01 29 1 427 6.31

Chemistry i - I 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhitc) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0259 .0224 .00353 1 426 1.54

!ntercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0224 .0185 .00389 1 427 1.70

Physics I - 11 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .A829 .0618 .02104 1 232 5.32

Intercept Dif erences for Sex 8 9 .0618 .0568 .00503 1 233 1.25

Government & Civics 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1225 .1158 .00669 1 344 2.62

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1158 .1157 .00011 1 345 0.04

Goverrnent & Civics 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0997 .0996 .00004 1 155 0.01

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 0 .0996 .0918 .00778 1 156 1.35

Eiovernment & Livi-s 1Y65 - 1986 Sopnomnre (EcnnlIty not testeD;

Slope Difforences for Cex 7 8 .1076 .1062 .00140 1 417 0.65

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .10-2 .1043 .00192 1 418 0.90

Government & Civics 1985 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethwicity 10 11 .1655 .1652 .00026 1 388 0.12

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1652 .1245 .04072 1 389 18.97 *

Governiment & Civics 1984 1985 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0607 .0563 .00439 1 456 2.13

Intercept Differences for Se 8 9 .0563 .0523 .00399 1 457 1.93

6overrnent & Civics 19W.P - 19C5 J':nior (Ethnicity z White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Sicpe Differences for Ethnicity IC 11 .1085 .1032 .00529 1 45t 2.70

Inteicept Differences for Ethnlrity 11 12 .1032 .0523 .05086 1 457 25.92 *

Goverrr.r rt k Civic- 1985 - 1956 J--,ir (Ethnicity - White I 9la:l)

3-way lriterection Test (AS'/AHlbeAethriicity) 1 2 .1096 .1063 .00336 1 707 2.67

Ses & Ethrficity Irteractior, lest 3 .1063 .1162 .00' 0 1 708 0.07

Slope Difference. for SeA 7 8 .0665 .0r97 .00679 1 711 5.1/

Irt-.rccpt Diffrrericvb for Sep 8 9 .0597 .0537 .00602 1 712 4.5'.

Slop'
. C'iffut,.1 ' e' , for Ett,,ic ; .0 11 .0953 .0768 .61850 1 711 14.5,



Table 0-9. (Continued)

Comparison R
2

F-Test Comparison Full Restricted Full Restricted R
2
Change dfl df2 F

Government & Civics 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity = White & Bluck)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity- 1 2 .0965 .0962 .00027 1 602 0.18

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .0962 .0961 .00004 1 603 0.03

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0822 .0816 .00069 1 606 0.45

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0816 .0814 .00015 607 0.10

Slope Differencps fcr Ethnicity 10 11 .0945 .0921 .00245 1 606 1.64

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0921 .0814 .01067 1 607 7.13 *

History 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (Erhnicity White, Black L Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .1371 .1363 .00083 2 1,319 0.63

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1363 .1261 .01018 2 1,321 7.78

ASVAB*Ethnicity ASVAB*Sex Interaction Test 2 4 .1363 .0784 .05791 6 1,321 14.76 -

SIGc Oifferenct:,' for Sex 2 5 .1353 .06S4 .07087 5 1,321 21.68 °

Slope Oiff-rences for Ethnicity 2 6 .1363 .0255 .11076 6 1,321 28.23

History 1985 - 1986 Freshe-ri (Ethnicity White & Black)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnirity) 1 2 .1273 .1273 .00006 1 1,343 0.10

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction lest 2 3 .1273 .1273 .00000 1 1,344 0.01

Slope Difterences for Sex 7 8 .1111 .1105 .00055 1 1,347 U.84

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1105 .1105 .00000 1 1,348 0.00

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1264 .1236 .00279 1 1.347 4.3n

Irtecpt Diffefenci.i fr Ethr.iLity 11 12 .123c .!105 .01314 1 1,348 20.21 **

History 1984 - 1985 Sophoore (Ethnicity White . Black)

3 way Interaction lest (ASVAB'sex'ethniLcty) 1 2 .1360 .1360 .00000 1 1,430 0.00

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1360 .1350 .00098 1 1,431 1.62

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1144 110 .00355 1 1,434 5.75

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1109 .1107 .00016 1 1,435 0 25

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1301 .1299 .00018 1 1,434 0.30

Intercept Differences foi Etrinicity 11 12 .1299 .1107 .01915 1 1,435 31.57 **

History 1985 - 19?6 Scphor nore (Ethnicity White, Black & Hisparic)

3.wxy Interaction Test (ASVAB*scx*ethnlc:ty) 1 2 .1353 .1348 .00046 2 1,465 0.39

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction lest 2 3 .1348 .1259 .00894 2 1,167 7.58 ""

Ccr-.istent Ov,: or Un~der prediction of SJbLjrvup 1 4 .1348 .1142 .02066 3 1,467 11.68 w

Slop' uiffc-ences for Sex 2 5 .1348 .1337 .00109 1 1,467 1.85

History 19R4 1985 Junior .Ethnicity White S Black)

3- way Interuction les;t (ASVAB*seCethiOih ,, 1 2 .1594 .1584 .00104 1 1,102 1.3/

Sep L [thnicity Interartion lest 2 3 .1581. .1560 .00155 1 1,103 2.03

Slope Di'tere', .es for Se' 7 C .091,5 .0943 .00015 1 1,106 0.18

lnterr.!pt 0i.ference , for SCA 8 9 .0943 .10 i .90626 1 1,101 7.65

SuI DO fffr rle c f.r fthricity 10 11 .1493 .1431 .0j617 1 1,106 8.03

If-tccej t Ojiflelte r e for Otin(,Icty 1i 1? .1431 .w l .0 /ut 1 1,107 71.15 *"
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Table 0-9. (Continued)

Comparison R
2

F-Test Conpari-on Full Restricted Full Restricted R2Change dfr df2 F

Hi;tory 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1030 .0998 .00321 1 428 1.53

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0998 .0850 .01474 1 429 7.03 *

History 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Slack) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1281 .1215 .00658 1 409 3.09

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1215 .0865 .03495 1 410 16.31

History 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1313 .1311 .00026 1 423 0.13

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1311 .1310 .00001 1 424 0.00

History 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity = White & Black) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2198 .2164 134 1 402 1.72

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2164 .142P. . ;57 1 403 37.84 **

Foreign Language 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1232 .1227 .00051 1 1,012 0.59

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1227 .1090 .01377 1 1,013 15.90 ,

Fureigr Lago~ge 1.a4 - 193, Freshrn (,thnicity - White, Black 9 His.aric) (.ex r.t tcstcd)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1154 .1120 .00331 2 1,010 1.89

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1120 .1090 .00309 2 1,012 1.76

Foreign Language 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethn'city not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0806 .0791 .00145 1 797 1.26

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0791 .0624 .01673 1 798 14.50

Foreign Language 1985 - 1986 freshmen (Ethnicity = White, Ba'; & Hispanic, (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0686 .0674 .00119 2 795 0.51

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0674 .0624 .00506 2 797 2.16

Foreign Language 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differer,ces for Sex 7 8 .1076 .1023 ,00531 1 892 5 31

Intercept lifferenc.es for Sex 8 9 .1023 .0748 .02756 1 893 27.41

Foreign l'irigjqe 1984 - 1985 Srroaoire (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hiipanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0760 .0751 .00091 2 890 0.44

Intercept Olfferenres fo: Ethnicity 41 2 .075.1 .0747 .. 3Q0t.' 2 892 0.19

Foicign Lorgujgn 198 - 19U6 )phorore (Ftn,city z White & Nonwhitc)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*v-x'cthocity) 1 2 .0680 .0677 .00028 1 604 C.18

SeA & F thnlcicy Interoct ion Tet 2 3 .0671 .0677 .00003 1 605 0.02

Slvpe Oiffererce6 for Sex 7 11 .0613 .0592 .00202 1 608 1.31

Irtercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .059? .0412 .01804 1 6? 11.40 8

Slope VlffererKe& for Ethnicity 10 11 .0462 .0435 .')0?95 1 608 i.8a
Irtecept Differerwei for fttr'iiciii 11 12 .U433 .0412 .00209 1 6U9 1.33



Table D-9. (Continued)

Comparison R2

F-Test Comparison Full Restricted Full Restricted R2Change dfl df2 F

Foreign Language 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1129 .1102 .00274 1 480 1.49

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1102 .0705 .03961 1 481 21.41 **

Foreign Language 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity = White, Btack & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1000 .0780 .02197 2 478 5.83 *

Foreign Language 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for SeA 7 8 .0698 .0651 .00473 1 247 1.26

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0651 .0610 .00410 1 248 1.09

Foreign Language 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0807 .0565 .02420 1 205 5.40

Intercept Differences for Ethnicit, 11 12 .0565 .0510 .00543 1 206 1.19

Secretary & Office Education 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not test j)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0676 .0673 .00033 1 215 0.08

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0673 .0610 .00625 1 216 1.45

Secretary & Office Education 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

S!cpe Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0363 .0236 .01273 1 220 2.91

Intercept Diffrrences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0236 .0201 .00351 1 221 0.80

Typing & Word Processing 1984 - 1985 rreshmen (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1247 .1159 .00884 1 507 5.12

Interccpt Differences for Sex 8 9 .1159 .1159 .00001 1 508 0.00

Typing & Word Processing 1984-1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White, Stack & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1601 .1572 .00296 2 505 0.89

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1572 .1159 .04130 2 507 !2.42**

Typing & Word Processing 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0721 .0677 .00441 1 492 2.34

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0677 .0655 .00218 1 493 1.15

Typing & Word Processing 1985-1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0979 .0913 .00662 1 445 3.27

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0913 .0888 .00251 1 446 1.23

lyping & Word Proceising 1984 - 1985 Sophonore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope DiTferences for Sex 7 8 .1002 .089C .01047 1 631 7.34 *

Typing & Word Frocessing 1984-1985 SopAionOtre (Ethnicity z White, Brock & Hispanic) (Sox not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0966 .0955 .00111 2 629 0.39

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0955 .0846 .01087 2 631 3.79
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Table D-9. (Continued)

Conparison R2

F-Test Corirarison FulL Restricted Futl Restricted R2 Change dfl df2 P

Typing & Word Processing 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

SLope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1046 .1022 .00249 1 391 1.09

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1021 .0870 .01515 1 392 6.62

Typing & Word Processing 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Black) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0976 .0944 .00317 1 359 1.26

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .09444 .0897 .00474 1 360 1.88

Typing & Word Processing 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0526 .0441 .00850 221 1.98

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0441 .0411 .00302 1 222 0.70

Typing & Word -rocessing 1985-1986 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1069 .0964 .01057 1 221 2.61

Inte,-cept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0964 .0411 .05531 1 222 13.59**

Typing & Word Processing 1984 - 1965 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0865 .0835 .00306 1 216 0.72

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0835 .0806 .00288 1 217 0.68

Accounting/Book keening 1985 - 1986 Sophreore (Fthnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0425 .0414 .00115 1 311 0.37

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0414 .0239 .01748 1 312 5.69

Acrounting/Gookkeeping 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1104 .1102 .00023 1 239 0.06

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .102 .0827 .02746 1 240 7.41 *

Accounting/Bookkeeping 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0704 .it°C .00141 1 185 0.28

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0690 .M!98 .00916 1 186 1.83

Accounting/Bookkeeping 194 1985 Senior (Ethnicity rot tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1344 .1212 .01322 1 247 3.77

Intercept Differencec for Sex 8 9 .1212 .0997 .02149 1 248 6.06

Home Economics 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (f.thnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1991 .1991 .00001 1 547 0.01

Inteicept Differenccs for Sex 8 9 .1991 .1805 .01858 1 548 12.72 *

Home Economics 1984-1985 Freshntri (EthniLit,= White & Btdck) (Sex not testcd)

Stop, ifferences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2470 .?,57 .00130 1 519 0.89

Intvrcept Differences for Ethnicity il 1? 2457 .1571 .08860 1 520 61.0861

Home Econmnicf. 1985 - 1986 Fre~hmr, (Ethnicity nut tested)

$io p" Dlffurer~es for Sex 7 8 ,1351 .1331 .00?04 1 31? 0.74

irtecept DifeI:ernces for Sex 8 9 .1331 .0116 .04143 1 313 14.96 "
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Table D-9. (Continued)

Compar i son Ri

F-Test Comparison Full Restricted Full Restricted R
2
Change dfl df2 F

Home Economics 1985-1986 Freshmen (Ethinici',y = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1162 .1094 .00877 1 312 3.10

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1094 .0916 .01776 1 313 6.24

Home Economics 1984 - 1985 Sophcmore (E-.hnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 6 .120? .1196 .00056 1 321 ).20

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1196 .1008 .01883 1 322 6.89 *

Home Economics 1984-1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1692 .1518 .01742 1 321 6.73
*

Home Economics 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tcqted)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 1136 .1007 .01287 1 394 5.72

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1007 .U841 .01668 1 395 7.33

Home Economics 1985-1986 Sophotnore (Ethnicity = white & Norwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0964 .0900 .00642 1 394 2.80

Intercept Differences fur Ethnicity 11 12 .0900 .0841 .00596 1 395 2.59

Home Ecormics 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differenres for Sex 7 8 .0636 .0627 .00085 1 279 0.25

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0627 .0505 .01222 1 280 3.65

HNoe Economics 198,-1985 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0732 .0723 .00093 1 279 0.28

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0723 .0505 .02174 1 280 6.56

HoAme Economics 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1260 .1247 .00128 1 358 0.52

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1247 .0690 .05569 1 359 22.84

Home Economics 1985-1986 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0812 .0764 .00477 1 358 1.86

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0,64 .0600 .00738 1 359 2.87

Home Economics 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0802 .0796 .90057 1 318 0.20

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0796 .0517 .02788 1 319 9.66 *

Home Econoics 19L4-1985 Senior (Ethnicity = Whte & Noniwhite) (Ser r,t tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0581 .0565 .00162 1 318 0.55

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0565 .051/- .00478 1 319 1.62
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Table 0-9. (Concluded)

CoTparison R2

r-Test Cormarison Full Restricted ruil Restricted R
2
Change dfl df2 F

Computer Progrnaing 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0710 .0680 .00307 1 227 0.75

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0680 .0295 .03848 1 228 9.41

Computer Programming 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0446 .0270 .01753 1 240 4.40

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0270 .0237 .00330 1 241 0.82

Computer Programming 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2122 .1952 .01698 1 157 3.38

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1952 .1416 .05361 1 158 10.53 *

" P < .01.
** P < .001.
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Te3Ic 0-10. F-Tests of Significance for Technical Cori osite

Comparison R
2

F-Test Coefarison FulL Restricted Full Restricted R
2
Change dfl df2 F

English I - IV 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex'ethnicity) 1 2 .1589 i586 .00034 2 2,422 0.48

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1586 .1547 .00387 2 2,424 5.58

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1526 .1476 .00506 1 2,430 14.51

Slope Differences for Ethnic~ty 10 11 .0626 .0624 .00016 2 2,428 0.21

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0624 .0593 .00313 2 2,430 4.06

English I - IV 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB'sex*ethnicity) 1 2 1193 .1186 .00074 2 1,989 0.83

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1186 .1158 .00283 2 1,991 3.20

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0997 .0974 .00228 1 1,997 5.05

intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0974 .033? .06368 1 1,99S 140.96

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0517 .0494 .00238 2 1,995 2.50

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0494 .0337 .01562 2 1,997 16.41

English I - IV 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex'ethnicity) 1 2 .1698 .1679 .00188 2 2,296 2.61

Sex & Ethniicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1679 .1673 .00054 2 2,298 0.74

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1625 .1491 .01342 1 2,304 36.92

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0649 .0641 .00077 2 2,302 0.95

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0641 .0484 .01571 2 2,304 19.34

English I - IV 1985 - 1986 Sophcdnore (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .1733 .1731 .00019 2 1,942 0.23

Sex & Ethnicity !nteraction Test 2 3 .1731 .1730 .00008 2 1,944 0.10

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1607 .1493 .01136 1 1,950 26.39

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0716 .0708 .00086 2 1,948 0.90

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0708 .0400 .03082 2 1,950 32.34 **

English I - IV 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .1449 .1446 .00022 2 1,721 0.22

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1446 .1441 -00055 2 1,723 0.5,

Stope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1373 .1272 .01012 1 1,729 20.29

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0298 .0296 .00016 2 1,727 0.14

Inteicept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0296 .0102 .01939 2 1,729 17.28 *

English I - IV 19 5 - 1986 Juior (Ethnirity - White & Black)

3-wdy Interaction Test (ASVAB*6ex'ethnicity) 1 2 .1362 .1v .00007 1 1,258 0.11

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1361 .1361 .06003 1 1,259 0.04

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1338 .1213 .01256 1 1,262 18.30

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0212 .0209 .00025 1 1,262 0.33

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0209 .0046 .01629 1 1,263 21.01
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Table D-10. (Continued)

Comparison R
2

F-Test Comnparison Full Restricted Full Restricted R
2
Change dfl df2 F

English I - IV 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic)

3.way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .1200 .1186 .00142 2 1,275 1.03

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1186 .1169 .00171 2 1,277 1.24

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1103 .1013 .00900 1 1,283 12.98 *

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0443 .0428 .00155 2 1,281 1.04

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0428 .0323 .01047 2 1,283 7.C2

General Math 1984 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic)

3"way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .0472 .0457 .00146 2 1,167 0.89

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .0457 .0443 .00143 2 1,169 0.88

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0399 .0397 .00010 1 1,175 0.12

Intercep*. Differences for Sex 8 9 .0397 .0208 .01894 1 1,176 23.20

Slope Differences for Ethnirity 10 11 .0251 .0224 .00275 2 1,173 1.65

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0224 .0208 .00159 2 1,175 0.95

General Math 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .0549 .0481 .00679 2 736 2.65

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .0481 .0443 .X0375 2 738 1.45

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0341 .0329 .00126 1 744 0.97

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0329 .0242 .00870 1 745 6.70 *

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0321 .0313 .00087 2 742 0.33

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0313 .0242 .00708 2 744 2.72

General Math 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Di fferences for Sex 7 8 .0899 .0864 .00347 1 222 0.85

Interc:ept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0864 .0276 .05877 1 223 14.35 *

General Math 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Black) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0457 .0454 .00026 1 195 0.05

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0454 .0362 .00924 I 196 1.90

General Math 1984 • 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0756 .0658 .00981 1 230 2.44

intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0658 .0559 .00983 1 231 2.43

General Math 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity = White & Black) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0870 .0867 .00024 1 203 0.05

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0861 .0659 .02081 1 2U4 4.65

Atgebra 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White 9 Nonwhite)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVA8sex'ethnicity) 1 2 .0904 .0835 .00187 1 1,180 2.42

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .0885 .0878 .00073 1 1,181 0.94

Slope Oiffe,-ences for Sex 7 8 .0863 .0789 .00;741 1 1,184 9.60

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0789 .0187 .06022 1 1,185 77.48

Slope rifference, for Ethnicity 10 11 .0216 .0198 .00177 1 1,184 2.14

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0198 .0187 .00115 1 1,185 1.39
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Table 0-10. (Continued)

Lomparison R
2

F-Test Comparison FuLl Restricted Full Restricted R2Change dfl df2 F

Algebra 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .1204 .1197 .00067 1 708 0.54

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1197 .1184 .00130 1 709 1.04

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1046 .0960 .00856 1 712 6.80 *

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0960 .0276 .06849 1 713 54.02

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0510 .0497 .00137 1 712 1.03

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0497 .0276 .02210 1 713 16.58 **

Algebra 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity White & Nonwhite)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .0590 .0582 .00073 1 871 0.67

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .0582 .0521 .00613 1 872 5.68

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0507 .0447 .00600 I 875 5.53

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0447 .0084 .03630 1 876 33.29 **

S[rpe Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0125 .0124 .00008 1 875 0.07

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0124 .0084 .00404 1 876 3.58

Algebra 1985 - 1086 Sopnomore (Ethnicity white & Nonwhite)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .0858 .0842 .00163 1 617 1.10

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .0842 .0833 .00096 1 618 0.65

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0701 .0642 .00588 1 621 3.92

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0642 .0302 .03401 1 622 22.60

Slope Differk-rsve fur Ethnicity 10 11 .0466 .0461 .00048 1 621 0.31

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0461 .0302 .01589 1 622 10.36 *

Algebra 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0333 .0227 .01054 1 273 2.98

Intercept Differerces for Sex 8 9 .0227 .0140 .00871 1 274 2.44

Algebra 1985 1986 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Stops Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0494 .0485 .00087 1 273 0.25

Intercept Difference for Ethnicity 11 12 .0485 .0140 .03454 1 274 9.95 *

Geometry 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1018 .0996 .00220 1 511 1.25

Intercept Differences for Sex a 9 .0996 .0791 .02047 1 512 11.64

Geometry 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1011 .1005 .00063 2 509 0.18

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .100, .0791 .02136 2 511 6.07

Geometry 19,94 - 1985 Soph.;- , (Ethni ity rot tested)

Slope Dif'erences for Sex 8 .1179 .1152 .00276 1 561 1.75

Intercept Differences for Sex A 9 .1152 .0745 .04065 1 562 25.82 *-

Geometry 1984 - 1985 Sophorore (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic) (Sex rot tested)

Slope! Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0858 .0801 .00575 2 559 1.76

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0801 .0746 .00553 2 561 1.69
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Table D-10. (Continued)

Comparison R
2

F-Test Comparison Full Restricted FulL Restricted R
2
Change df1 df2 F

Geometry 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1810 .1789 .00205 1 410 1.03

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1789 .1072 .07167 1 411 35.88

Geometry 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White & Black) (Sex nst tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1523 .1453 .00703 1 371 3.08

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1453 .1059 .03940 1 372 17.15

Geometry 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity rot tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1360 .1245 .01155 1 305 4.08

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1245 .0688 .05564 1 306 19.45

Geometry 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0732 .0701 .00317 1 303 1.04

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0701 .0688 .00125 1 306 0.41

Geometry 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1679 .1448 .02310 1 123 3.41

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1448 .1015 .04325 1 124 6.27

Geometry 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2123 .2103 .00204 1 123 0.32

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2103 .1015 .10873 1 124 17.07

Geometry 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1442 .1441 .00006 1 107 0.01

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1442 .1389 .00530 1 108 U.67

Geometry 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1738 .1736 .00018 1 107 0.02

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1736 .1389 .03476 1 108 4.54

General Science 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White, Stack & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction lest (ASVA8*sex*ethnirity) 1 2 .1445 .1432 .00130 2 1,956 1.48

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1432 .1367 .00654 2 1,958 7.48

Consistent Over or Under prediction of Subgroup 2 4 .1432 .1411 .00216 3 1,958 1.64

General Science 1985 - 1986 Preshmen (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0997 .0902 .00947 1 274 2.8M

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0902 .0649 .02537 1 275 7.67 *

Gener. l Science 1985 • 1936 Fresh,.n (Ethnicity = White & Slack) (Sex not tested)

,lope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0789 .0674 .01151 i 240 3.00

Intercept Differences fur Ethnicity 11 12 .0674 .0658 .00159 1 241 0.41
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Table D-10. (Continued)

Comparison R
2

F-Test Coeparison Full Restricted Full Restricted R
2
Change dfl df2 F

General Science 1984 - 1985 Sophorore (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite)

3-way Interaction Test (SVABsex*ethnicity) 1 2 .1679 .1667 .00120 1 341 0.49

Sex & Ethnicity Interactior Test 2 3 .1667 .1-" .01484 1 342 6.09

Slope Differences f-- Sex 7 8 .1387 .135Y .00201 1 345 1.13

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1359 .0584 .07752 1 346 31.04

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0690 .0669 .00207 1 345 0.77

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0669 .0584 .00853 1 346 3.16

General Science 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 a .1404 .1392 .A0124 1 183 0.26

Intercept Differences tor Sex 8 9 .1392 .0804 .05878 1 184 12.56

Generai Science 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White & 8tack) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1335 .1318 .00175 1 158 0.32

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1518 .0841 .04772 1 159 8.74 *

General Science 1985 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Stope Differences for Sex ? 8 .1088 .1042 .00462 1 258 1.34

Intercept Differerces for Sex 8 9 .1042 .0696 .03464 1 259 10.01 *

General Science 1985 198 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0867 .0865 .00018 1 258 0.015

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0865 .0696 .01691 1 259 4.79

General Science 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1067 .1053 .00137 1 10, n.28

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1053 .0533 .05204 1 183 10.64 *

Biology I - It 1984 - 1985 Freshmcn (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1737 .1723 .00138 1 299 0.50

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1723 .1076 .06476 1 300 23.47

Biology 1 II 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity = Wiit2 & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1199 .1143 .00562 1 299 1.91

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1143 .1076 .00674 1 300 2.28

Bioloql I - Ii 1985 - 1986 Freshic.n (Ethnicity = White & Black)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*se*ethr icLty, 1 2 .0;20 .0902 .00176 i ,120 2.17

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .093, .0925 .00056 1 1,120 0.70

Slope Differcnces fcr Sex 7 8 .Ovu8 .0879 .00293 1 1,123 3.62

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 r'879 .0357 .05219 1 1,124 64.31

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .046 . '.03 .00u38 1 1,123 0.44

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0403 .)357 .00453 1 1,124 5.31
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Table D-10. (Continued)

Comparison R
2

F-Test Co pariscn Full Restricted Full Restricted R2 Change dfil df2 F

Biology I - II 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White, Slack & Hispanic)

3-way Interactien Test (ASVABrsex'ethnicity) 1 2 .1134 .1108 .00257 2 1,371 1.99

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1108 .1086 .00217 2 1,373 1.68

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1011 .0930 .00818 1 1,379 12.55

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0546 .0533 .00134 2 1,377 0.98

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0533 .0531 .00017 2 1,379 0.12

Biology I - II 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Diiferences for Sex 7 8 .1262 .1044 .6c177 1 335 8.35 *

Biology I - I 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic) (Sex riot tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0250 .0230 .00190 2 333 0.34

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0230 .014', .00648 2 335 1.45

Biology I - II 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity = White Nonwhite)

3-way interaction lest (ASVAB*serxethnicity) 1 2 .1470 .1467 .00034 1 397 0.16

Sex F Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1467 .1466 .000.4 1 398 0.06

Stope Offerences for Sex 7 8 .1437 .1434 .00128 1 401 0.13

Intercept Differen-es for Sex 8 9 .1434 .£t83 .07507 1 402 35.23 **

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0694 .0684 .OOQ5 1 401 0.41

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0684 .0683 .00008 1 402 0.04

Biology I - II 1985 - 1986 junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1843 .1843 .O000 1 147 0.00

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1843 .0536 .13066 1 148 23.71 **

Biology I - II 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for S-Y 7 8 .3062 .2986 .0U762 1 195 2.14

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2986 .1890 .10962 1 196 30.63 *

Biology I - II 1Q84 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity z White & Black) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 11i 11 .2/79 .2,73 .00061 1 176 0.15

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2773 876 .08971 1 177 21.97

Chemistry - 1I 1984 - 1985 Soph.onire (Ethnicity not rusted)

Stope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1260 .1063 .01976 1 168 3.80

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1063 .0457 .06062 1 169 11.46 **

Chemistry I - 1I 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity not teste-)

Stope Differences for Sex 7 9 .0935 .0896 00368 1 426 1.02

Intercept Differenes for Sex 8 9 .0396 .0200 .06957 1 427 32.63

Ch-li;.i-,ti y II 1 1934 j ,19 ' JulI (Ethnclity = White & N-nwhiie) (,,A riot testco)

Slupe 0tfferencr- for Ethnicity, IU 11 .0211 .0201 .00105 1 426 0.46

Intercept Ditfereces for Ethnicity 11 12 .04l .02UU .0000 '5 1 427 0.02
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Table 0-10. (Continued)

Coeparison R
2

F.lest Coipari&ri FuLl Restricted FuLL Restricted k
2
Change dfI df2 F

Che istry I - I 1934 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Stope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0848 .0846 .00023 1 156 0.04

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0846 .0801 .00451 1 157 0.77

Chemistry I - II 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0955 .0802 .01526 1 156 2.63

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0803 .0801 .0M19 157 0.03

Government & CiviCs 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity not te'ted)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1141 .1133 .00086 1 344 0.33

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1133 .0733 .03998 1 345 15.56 **

Government & Civics 1985 - 19' Soph-x-,ore (Ethnicity not tested)

Siope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0614 .051C .01045 1 417 4.64

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0510 .0106 .04041 1 418 17.80

Goverrvment & Civics 1985 - 1986 Sophomjre (Ethnicity = White & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Stope Diffe'ences for Ethn'city 10 11 .0514 .0514 .00000 1 388 0.00

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0514 .0105 .04089 1 389 16.77 **

Government & Civics 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Stcpe Difference, for Sex 7 8 .1339 .1284 .T 45 1 456 2.87

Intercept Differences for SeA 8 9 .1284 .0555 .07294 1 457 38.24

Goverment & Civics 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0793 .0778 .00148 1 456 0.73

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0778 .0555 .02237 1 457 11.09

Goverrment & Civics 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Blark)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVABsex*ethnicity) 1 2 .1111 .1109 .00017 1 707 0.14

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1109 .1107 .00021 1 708 0.17

Slope Ditfercnces for Sex 7 8 .1102 .0916 .01863 1 711 14.89

Stooe Differ'nces for Ethnicity 10 11 .0349 .0322 .00268 1 711 1.98

Intercept Differerces for Ethnicity 11 12 .0322 .0278 .00441 1 712 3.25

Goverryment & Civics 1954 - 1985 Sennijr (Ethnicity = White & Black)

3-way Interaction Test (AS\AB*scA*ethnicity) 1 2 .1142 .1135 .00071 1 602 0.L8

sex & Lthnicity interaction 'est 2 3 .1135 .1104 .0G0311 1 603 2.11

Slope DifferencosS for Sex 7 8 .1095 .1087 .00083 1 606 0.56

Irtercept Differences for SCc 8 9 .1087 .0629 .4579 1 607 31.18

Slopc Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0629 .0629 .00001 1 606 0.00

;rntcrcept Differences for Ethnic;ty 11 12 .0629 .0629 .00002 1 607 0.01
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Table D-10. (Continued)

Comparison R'

F-Test Comparison Full Restricted Full Restricted R
2
Chcnge dfl df2 F

History 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White, BlacK & Hispanic)

3-way Iriteractson Test (ASVAB'sex'ethfiicity) 1 2 .168i .1658 .00227 2 1,319 1.80

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1658 .1628 .00301 2 1,321 2.39

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1599 .1576 .00229 1 1,327 3.61

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1576 .0831 .07448 1 1,328 117.41

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 1, .0891 .0862 .00285 2 1,325 2.07

Inter-ept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0862 .0831 .00316 2 1,327 2.29

History 1935 - 1986 rreshmen (Ethnicity Wnitc & Black)
3
-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex'ethnicity) 1 2 .1099 .1078 .00215 1 1,344 3.24

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1104 .1102 .00016 1 1,344 0.24

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1055 .1016 .00392 1 1,347 5.90

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1016 .0653 .03630 1 1,348 54./A **

Slope Differences for Ethncity 10 11 .0730 .0729 .00012 1 1,347 0.17

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0729 .0653 .00767 1 1,348 11.15

History 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity Whhite & Black)
3
-way Interaction Test (ASVAt*sexeth icity) 1 2 .1312 .1281 .00313 1 1,431 5.16

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction TIst 2 3 .1306 .1297 .00094 1 1,431 1.55

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1226 .1199 .00273 1 1,134 4.46

Intercept Differences for S .' 8 9 .119 .0629 .05695 1 1,435 92.85 **

S!ope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .077T .0772 .00025 1 1,434 0.38

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0772 .0629 .01431 1 1,435 22.26 *

History 1985 - 186 Sophomore (Ethnicity White, Black & Hispanlc)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVABGsex'ethwicity) 1 2 .1479 .1415 .00639 2 1,466 5.49 *

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1473 .1425 .004B5 2 1,467 4.18

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1266 .1189 .00770 1 1,473 12.98 **

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0748 .0740 .00076 2 1,471 0.60

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0740 .0434 .03059 2 1,47 24,33 **

History 1984 - 185 Junior (Ethnicity 6hite & Black)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB'sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2553 .1634 .00190 1 1,102 2.51

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .163" .1630 .00037 1 1,103 0.48

Siope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1503 .1409 .00938 1 1,106 12.21 *

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0878 .0875 .00036 1 1,106 0.44

iLtercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0875 .0578 .02970 1 1,107 36.03

History 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differerces for Sex 7 8 .1196 .i'96 .01004 1 428 4.88

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1096 .0274 .08216 1 429 39.58

Histoly 1955 -196 Junior (Ethr;city : White & Brock) (Scr. n t teste.)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0507 .0432 .0r,244 1 409 1.05

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0482 .0257 .02255 1 410 9.71
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Table D-10. (Continued)

Coparisen R
2

F-Test Coarison Full Restricted Full Restricted R
2
Change dfi df2 F

Hiotory 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2079 .1960 .11194 i 423 6.3b

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1960 .1342 .06179 1 424 32.58

History 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity = White & Black, (Sex not t'sted)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1905 .1890 .00146 1 402 0.72

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1890 .1396 .04938 1 403 24.54 *

Foreign Language 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1068 .1046 .00221 1 1,012 2.51

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1046 .0315 .07307 1 1,013 82.66

Foreign Language 1984 - 1985 Freshner (Ethricity= White, Black & I|isFanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Elhnicity '0 11 .0339 .0334 .00045 2 1,010 0.23

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0334 .0315 .00195 2 1,012 1.02

Foreign Languagc 198" - 1986 Frchner (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0769 .0655 .01140 1 797 9.84

Foreign Language 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0210 .0154 .00562 2 795 2.28

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity I 12 .0154 .0115 .00336 2 797 1.56

Foreign Language 1984 - 1985 Sophomere (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 a .1082 .0934 .01484 1 892 14.84

Foreign Language 1984 - 1985 Sophoacre (Etnnicity = White, Black & Hispanic" (Sex not testedj

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0134 .0064 .00698 2 890 3.15
Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .006 .0055 .00093 2 892 0.42

Foreign Language 19P5 - 1986 Sophoa ore (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhitc)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAG*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .0906 .0895 .00116 1 604 0.77

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .0895 .0890 .00048 1 605 0.32

Siope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0862 .0789 .00733 1 608 4.88

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0789 .0098 .06909 1 609 45.68 *

Slope Difference. for Ethnicity 10 11 .0154 .0098 .00560 1 608 3.46

Intercept Differences for Ethrlicitv 11 12 .0098 .0098 .00002 1 609 0.02

Foreicin Language 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1135 .1130 .00047 1 247 0.13

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1130 .0331 .07992 1 248 22.35

Foreign Laingu-ag 1985 - 3106 Junior (Ethnicity = hite & Hi.panIc) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0166 .0144 .00?18 1 205 0.45

Intercept Differences for Ethricity 11 12 .0144 .0129 .00153 1 206 u.32
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Table D-10. (Continued)

Comparison R
2

F-Test Comarison Fu,, Restricted Ful Restricted R
2
Change dfl df2 F

Foreign Language 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0647 .0645 .00.1 1 224 0.05

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0645 .0321 .03246 1 225 7.8 *

Foreign Language 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicvty = White & Hispanic) (Sex nrt tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0193 .0098 .00947 1 185 1.79

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0098 .0095 .00335 1 186 0.07

Typing & Word Processing 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1401 .1298 .01037 1 507 6.12

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1298 .0929 .0368 1 508 21.53 **

Typing & Word Processing 19o. - 1985 Frcshien (Ethn!ciLy = Wte, Black & Hispanic) (Sex rot tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0984 .0075 .00092 2 505 0.26

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0975 .0920 .00458 2 507 1.29

Typing & Word Processing 1985 - 1986 Freshre,. (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0855 .0855 .09004 1 492 0.02

Intercept Differences for Sex 3 9 .0855 .0418 .0470 1 493 23.56 **

Typing & Word Processing 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White & Hispanic) (Sex ; tesLed)

Slopc Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0415 .0358 .0056 445 2.62

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0358 .0353 .00053 1 446 C.25

Typing & Word Processing 1984 - 1985 Sohiomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0832 .0796 .00363 1 t31 2.50

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .U196 .1174 .06211 1 632 42.65 **

Typng & Word Processing 1984 - 1985 Soph.omore (Ethnic-ty = White, 2'ack & hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0260 .0212 .004b4 2 629 1. 6

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0 12 .0111, 003'' e 631 1.21

Typing & Word Processing 1985 - 1986 Sophomnore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0975 .0707 .0680 1 405 12-02

Typing & Word Processing 1985 - 198. Sophomore (Etrr.ic-Cy = W.ie & Black) ,( -iot tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0474 .04'4 .00003 1 374 0.01

Inturcept 0ifferences ior Ethnicity 11 12 .0474 .039i UU799i 1 315 3.15

Typing & IJrd Processing 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity rot tested)

Slcpe Differences for Sex 7 8 .1241 .119J .0051.7 1 2.44

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1193 .7- .0187 1 ,2 45.;2

Typing & WorJ Procc(;sing 18 - 19b5 Junior (Ethnicity - Wnte & Llackl (Scx nit te,' -c)

S'ope Differences for [thnicity 10 11 .0209 .0207 .000,16 1 359 1".10

!ntercept iffererces for Ethnicity 11 12 .0207 .2j6 .0000' 1 30 02
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Table D-10. (Continued,

Comparison R2

F-Test Coriparison Fi t Restr- -ed FulI Restri:tecd k2Change df 1 2  F

Typing & Word Proccs3ing 1985 - 1966 Junior (Ethnicity not tcsled)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .067? .078.) .00914 1 ?21 2.22

Intercept Differences f.ar Sex 8 9 .0786 .0211 .05718 1 222 13.70 **

Typirg & Word Processing 1985-1986 Junior (Ethnicity = iite a Nonwhit) %Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Fthnicity 10 11 .0690 .0!o2 .01285 1 221 3.05

Intercept Differences fo.- Ethnicity I5 12 .0562 .021'. .03478 1 222 8.18*

Typing & Word ,roccssing 19&4 - 1985 Senwer (Etnnicity noc testedt

Slope Differences fcr Sex v 8 .0s46 .- 38 .0)080 1 UL 0..8

Intercept Differences for Sex d 9 .0538 .0183 .03544 1 217 8.,..

Accounting/Bookke:,ping 1985 - 1985 Soponomore (Ethni:ity not testpr)

Slope Differences '-r Sex 7 8 .1294 .1036 .02573 1 311 9.19 *

Hon.e Economics 984 - -985 Frcshren (Ethjicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1578 .1576 .00024 1 547 0.15

Intercept Differerces for Sex 6 9 .1576 .0671 .09;49 1 548 58.86

mome Eco-omics 1984-1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity r White & Black) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2517 .1517 .00000 1 519 0.00

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity I 12 .1517 .3602 .09145 1 520 s6.06**

Hcre Economics 1985 1586 Freshmen (Etnnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1700 .1633 .0 066t 1 312 ?.50

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1633 .0367 .12659 1 313 47.35 *

Home Econorn'cs 1985 - 1986 Fresrmen (Ethnicity = White & Nonw,:te) (Sc. not tested)

SLoe Diffe-ences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0-57 .533 00238 1 312 0.79

Intercept oifferenccs for Ethnicity 11 12 .0533 .0367 .01657 1 313 5.48

HYne 1. L i s 1984 - 1985 Sopjmore (ELaniicity t tested)

Slc e Differences for 'ex 7 8 .1287 .12.7 .00003 1 321 0.01

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1287 .05- .09433 1 322 34.36

Home Economics 1984-1985 Soohoor, (Ethn t/ . Write & Nonwhite) (Sex nt te
t
odj)

Silope Differences for Etonicity 10 1 .0959 .0922 .00.6 1 321 1.30

Intercept bLtferences for Ethnicity 11 1' .0922 .03.4 .058'87 1 322 20-53*1

Hoiu economics 1985 - 1.6 Sophomere (Ethricity n t tested)

Stnpe Differencts for Sex 7 8 .1123 .1116 .Uu065 394 0..

Intercept Differerces for Sex 8 9 .1116 .0207 .09091 1 395 40.42

tcinrc Ec-rrnr:s 1981936 Sophoore (Fthnict = White & r:ownito) (Scs rot :este c)

St cpe ODffererces for Ehl:i-i'v IK II .1357 .0285 .00725 1 394 2.96

Intercept biffere, , fo,- t.h'ricity 11 12 .U285 .020' .00776 1 395 3.15
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Table D-10. (Continued)

Comparison R
2

F-Test Comparison Full Restricted FuLt Restricted R
2
C'%onge dfl df2

Home Economics 198, - 198t Senior (Ethnicity not tesed)

Stope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0946 .0942 .00041 1 318 0.14

Inter-ept I ifferencer for Sex 8 9 .0942 .0179 .07637 1 319 26.89 *

'4ome Economics 1984-19b5 Senior (Ethniciry = White & Nonw~ite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0220 .0214 .00059 1 31E 0.19

Intercept Differences for Ethri(ity 11 12 .0214 .0179 .00349 1 319 1.14

Co4rf)uter Progr ing 1084 - i985 Junior (Ethnicity not test *d)

Sk, e Differences for Sex 7 8 .1614 .1609 .00059 1 240 0.17

Intercept Differences for ex 8 9 .1609 .0702 .09070 1 241 26.05

Computer Prograrriing 1l1 - 1985 Senior (Ethrocity nrt Zested)

Slope Difference' for Sex 7 8 .0502 .0502 .00001 1 152 0.00

Intercept Difterences for Sex 8 9 .^502 .0474 .00283 1 153 0.46

* P ( .01.

P* P .001.
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Table D-11. F-oszs of Significanc- 'or General Coiuipsite

Comparison R'

F-Test Cccparison FuLL Restricted Full Restricted R
2
Change dfi df2 F

Engiisn I - IV 1984 - 1985 Freshnen (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hspanic)

3-way Interactior Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2725 .2718 .00073 2 2,422 1.21

Sex & Ethniity Interacticn Test 2 3 .2718 .2663 .00550 2 2,424 9.i5 *

Consistent Over or Under prediction of Subgroup 2 4 .2718 .2639 .00794 3 2,424 8.81 "

Slope Differences for Sex 2 5 .2718 .2644 .00737 1 2,424 24.52 **

S'ope Differences for Ethnicity 2 6 .2718 .2708 .00098 2 2,42, 1.63

Eng ish I - IV 1935 - 1986 freshrmen (Ethnicity - White, Black & Hispanic)

3-way interaction Tes: (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2037 .2075 .00121 2 1,989 1.52

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Tcst 2 3 .2075 .2043 .00318 2 1,991 3.99

Slope Differe.ces for Sex 7 8 .1966 .1938 .00276 1 1,997 6.85 *

!ntrcept 'iffererces fcr Sex 8 9 .1938 .1520 .04185 1 1,998 103.71 **

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1572 .1538 .00337 2 1,995 3.99

!nzercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1538 .1520 .00184 2 1,997 2.1?

riglisr. I - IV 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White, Black K Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*seo*etnr:zity; 1 2 .2942 .2939 .00031 2 2,296 0.51

sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2930 .2922 .00169 2 2,298 2.76

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2909 .2762 .01475 1 2,304 47.91 **

Scope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2162 .2132 .00300 2 2,302 4.40

i tccep Differences for Ethnicity '1 12 .21321 .21,7 .00048 2 2,304 0.70

English I - IV 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White, 6ack & Hispanic)

3-way iiteraction Tel, (ASVAB*sekctn city) 1 2 .2415 .2414 .00017 2 ',942 0.22

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2414 .2405 .00083 2 1,944 1.07

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2365 .2254 .01110 1 1,950 28.36

&iope Differerce, fzr Ethnicity 10 11 .1627 .1618 .00084 2 1,948 0.98

Intercept Differences for Fthnicity 11 12 .1618 .1549 .0C688 2 1,950 8.00 **

English I - IV 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity = Wnite, Black & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Tes;t (ASVAB*sex*cthnmcity) 1 2 .2411 .2409 .00021 2 1,721 0.24

SeA & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2409 .2406 .00026 2 1,723 0.29

S[ sv Differences for Sex 7 8 .2389 .2266 .01230 1 1,729 27.94 **

So,. Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1324 .1323 .0.0010 2 1,727 0.10

Intercept r:iffere:,es for Ethnicity 11 12 .1323 .1297 .00268 2 1,729 2.67

Engiih I - "v i ; " 186 Junior (Etnnicity = Wnite & Biack)

3-.ay Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2196 .2195 .00011 1 1,258 0.17

bet & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2195 .2195 .00002 1 1,259 0.03

Stope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2191 .2067 .01236 1 1,262 19.97 **

Slope Differences for EtHnicity 10 11 .1043 .1033 .00103 1 1,262 1.45

Irter ot Diff( ences f-). Ethncity 11 12 .1033 .1033 .1000 I 1,263 0.01,

English I - iV 1984 - 1985 Seror (Ethnicity W hitc, Bilk & hispanic)

3-ka, Interaction Test (ASVAB*scxrcthicity) 1 2 .1934 .1912 .00216 2 1,275 1.71

Sex & [thnicity interaction Test 2 3 .1912 .1904 .00083 2 1,277 0.66

SI pc Differerces for Sex 7 8 .1851 .1779 .L0724 1 1,283 11.39 **

S! Pe Differenc , for Etlhnicity 10 11 .1385 .1353 .00317 2 1,281 2.36

:ntei cept Differences for Ethnicity 1i 12 .1353 .1346 .00068 2 1,203 0.50
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Table 0-11. (Continued)

Coear i son R
2

F-lest CceiTrison FijiL Pestricted Full Restricted RIChange dfi df2 F

General Math 1984 - 1985 Freshen (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex'ethnicity) 1 2 .1054 .1052 .00013 2 1,167 0.08

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1052 .1017 .00353 2 1,169 2.31

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0986 .0985 .00012 1 1,175 0.16

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0985 .0890 .00952 1 1,176 12.41

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0927 .0920 .00076 2 1,173 0.49

Intercept Differences fur Ethnicity 11 12 .0919 .0890 .00295 2 1,175 1.91

General Math 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity = white & Black)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .0433 .0433 .00006 1 549 0.03

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .0433 .0405 .00280 1 550 1.61

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0364 .0359 .00051 1 553 0.29

Intercect Differences for Sex 8 9 .0359 .0289 .00699 1 554 4.02

Slope Differences for Etrinicity 10 11 .0329 .0303 .00265 1 553 1.52

Intercept Differences for Ethricity 11 12 .0303 .0289 .00135 1 554 0.77

Gereral Math 1984 - 1985 Sophoc-ore (Ethnicity z White, Biack & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVA8*sex*cthnicity) 1 2 .1269 .1229 .00408 2 736 1.72

Sex & Et'r-icity Interaction Test 2 3 .122; .1182 .00465 2 738 1.96

Slope Difierences for Sex 7 8 .1000 .0957 .00430 1 744 3.56

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0957 .0915 .00419 1 745 3.45

Slope Difterences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1108 .1033 .00?41 2 742 3.12

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1033 .0915 .01175 2 744 4.88 *

:a'. Mct:: !',> " 6 Scph'... ' :"r;city r W ite & Biack)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .1211 ..181 .00274 1 305 0.95

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1184 .1166 .00180 1 306 0 62

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1053 .1050 .00024 1 309 0.08

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1050 .0664 .03864 1 310 13.38 *

Stop. Dif.crences fo- Ethnicity 10 11 .0774 .0772 .00017 1 309 0.06

!ntercept Differences for Ethnicity I1 12 .0-2 .r n-" 1 310 3.64

Ceneral Math 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Black)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB'scx*ethnicity) 1 2 .0708 .0698 .00094 1 266 0.27

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction lest 2 3 .0698 .6698 .00000 1 267 0.00

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0664 .0659 00047 1 270 0.13

intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0659 .0354 .03057 1 271 8.87

Slpe Differences for Ethnicity 10 il .0384 .0380 .00034 1 270 0.09

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0380 .0354 .00267 1 271 0.75

General Math 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1386 .1357 .00290 1 222 0.75

Intercept Dilfrrenccs for Sex 8 9 .1357 .0961 .03907 1 223 10.08

General Math 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Plack) (Sex rot tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1323 .1274 .00494 1 195 1.11

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1274 .1266 .00084 1 196 0.19
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Table 0-11. (Continued)

Comparison R2

F-Test CorVparison Fu Restricted Full Restricred R ChangeL d1 df2 F

Gereral Math 1984 - 1985 Senio: (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 F .09 9 .851 .001.80 i 230 1.21

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0851 .083L .00171 1 231 0.43

General Math 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity z White & Black) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1185 .1185 .00005 1 203 0.01

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1185 .0964 .02206 1 204 5.11

Algebra 1984 - 1985 Frehmn (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite)

3-way Interaction Test ASVA8*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2038 .1955 -00532 1 1,180 7.8,3

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1985 .1984 .00008 1 1,181 0.12

Siooe Differences for Sex 7 8 .1931 .1878 .00527 1 1,184 7.74 *

intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1878 .1343 .05350 1 1,185 7.06 **

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1455 .1388 .00673 ' 1,184 9.32

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1388 .1343 .00453 1 1,185 6.23

Algebra 1985 - 1986 Freshmrin (Ethn :ity = White C Ncnwhite)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethncity) 1 2 .2032 .2030 .00019 1 708 0.17

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction lest 2 3 .2030 .2018 .00120 1 709 1.06

Slope Differences tor Sex 7 8 .1983 .1968 .00155 1 712 1.38

intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1968 .1428 .05400 1 713 .'7.93 *

Slope Oitferences for Ethnicity 10 ii .1465 .1461 .00039 1 712 0.32

intercept Differences fot Ethnicity 1 12 .1461 .1428 .00336 1 713 2.81

Algeb-a 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity White & Nonwhite)

3-way Interaction lest (ASVAr*serethnicity) 1 2 .1428 .1426 .00015 1 871 0.15

Sex & Et.,1city Intraction Test 2 3 .1426 .1348 .00788 1 872 8.01 "

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1329 .1235 .0940 i 875 9.49

intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1235 .0909 .03259 1 876 32.57 **

Siope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0921 .0920 .00011 1 875 0.10

Intercept DiffercnceR for Ethnicity 11 12 .0920 .0909 .00103 1 876 0.99

Algebra 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite)

3-way Interaction lest (ASVA6*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .1319 .1315 .00038 b e17 0.27

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .115 .1293 .00226 1 618 1.61

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1254 .1223 .00309 1 621 2.19

intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1223 .1001 .02219 1 622 15.72 **

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 1I .1026 .1022 .00046 1 621 0.32

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 1 .1022 .1001 .00208 1 622 1.44

Algebra 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity z White 8 Black)

3-way interaction Test (ASVAB*scx*ethnicity) ' 2 .1764 .1757 .00066 1 48 0.39

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1757 .1740 .00170 1 490 1.01

Siope Diffcrence: fur Sex 7 8 .1574 .1537 .00372 1 493 2.17

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1537 .191 .04401 1 494 25.69

Slope .'iffevenicvs fur Eli,,,- .y 10 11 .1214 .1132 .00823 1 493 4.2

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1132 .1097 .00347 1 494 1.94
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Table D-I. (Continued)

Co, oai i son R
2

Zest C-cc'arison Full Restricted Full Restricted R2
Chanjc ofI dl F

Alg ebra 1985 - 19t.. JuJnior (tthnicity rot tested)

Slope Differences for Se. 7 8 .1505 .13.9 .C1565 1 273 5.03

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1349 .115i .01980 1 274 6.2

Al9bra 1985 - 196 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex rot tcsted)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1200 .1166 .00336 1 273 1.04

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1166 .1151 .00155 1 274 0.48

Algebra 1984 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1230 .1087 .01-31 1 26 4.32

Intercept Differences fo, Sex 8 9 . 1017 .0597 .04892 1 ?66 14.60

Algebra 1984 - 1985 Se.nior (F thnicity = ,rilte Nonwhite) (Sex not testel)

Siopc Differences for Fthnicity 10 11 .0817 .0636 .01806 1 265 5.21

Intercept Diffcre.nces for Ethricity 11 12 .0636 .0597 .00389 1 266 1.1;

Gec4wetry i985 1986 Freshmen (fthn'city n-t tes'ed)

Slope Differences for Sex. 7 8 .2336 .233) .00004 1 511 0.03

Intercept Differences for Sey 8 9 .2336 .2188 .01475 1 512 9.85 *

Geonitry 1985 - 19,6 Freshxwn (Fthnicity = White, Black & Hinanic) (SeA nr)t tested)

Slope Ditterences toe Ethnicity 1U 11 .2232 .2193 .00391 2 509 1.28

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2193 .2188 .00048 2 511 0.16

Geometry 1984 - 1985 Scpoore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2155 .2155 .00001 1 561 0.01

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2155 .1950 .02051 1 562 14.69 "*

Georetry 1984 - 1985 Sophciore (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanc) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2062 .1983 .00793 2 559 2.79

Intercept Differences fer Ethnicity 11 12 .1983 .1950 .00328 2 561 1.15

Georetry 1985 - 1986 Sopho'ore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2521 .2511 .00101 1 410 0.55

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2511 .2110 .04006 1 411 21.98

Geometr-y 1985 - 1986 Soph:xore (Ethnicity = White & Black) (Sex not tested)

Stpe Dif'erences for Ethnic ity 10 11 .2443 .2225 .7153 37. 10.57 *

Geometry 198.4 -1935 Junior (Etnniclty not tcstd)

Slope Ciiferences for Sex / 8 .2097 .2035 .00614 1 305 2.37

irtercept Differences fcr Sex 8 9 .2035 .1616 .04197 1 306 16.13 **

Geometry 19 1935 Junior (Ethricity = Wiite & Nonhite) (Sxr n_ t tested)

S:ope Ditfeienc.s for Ethnicity 10 11 .1681 .1665 .00158 1 30' 0.58

Intercept Differeeces fur rthnicity 1i 12 .1665 .1616 .0049/ 1 306 1.83
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bole D- 11 . (Cont I nued)

Coaparison R

Filest Corvanison Ll( Resticted Full Resiricted R"Char.9r dfl df

Gcometrh 1935 i 9-6flt uio.r (Lthiiiity no ,t ct ~ed)
Slope Differenlces, for Sex 7 8 .2063 .2057 0O0065 1 1'l23 0.10

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .235' .1754 .03028 1 124 4.73

CerNTtry 19B35 -19S . ui (Eth'city White: 6 Nonlwhit) sex ni t-sed

Slope- Differenctes for Ethnicity 10 11 .2842 .2401 .04410 1 123 7.58

urtciy 1984- 1935 Sciier (.thicit w~rt t.'sted)

Smc,-pe Differences fcw- Sex 7 8 '2065 .2061 .0003* 1 1cr cus

r.tercepl D if ferences 1
c-Sos F 9 .2r,6 .20o) .003005 1 108 G 001

Geanctry 1984 -1985 Serriei (lF &rnc '.y -White & honwhico) (Sex r!'ct tested.)

Sic-pc D licel ,cc for FhI . It y 11, i .22Cc, .21 .0i~ 1 ,0 70?II.f .

Intercept Differences fui Ethnicity 11 12 . 21 A9 0nr .1284 1 108 1 .7'

Calcuu 198 19 1986 Junio (Ethnicity cot testecd)

Sic-pc Gifferences for Sex 118 .0721 .0-5 .00681, 1 147 1.018

Intercept DIfferences, for Sex 8 9 .0552 . 065' .02 1 I i..fl " 00

Gonerai Science 198-4 -198$ Fite-shsrnci (Ethnicity hite, Slek& ipZflc

3-wsv linteraction test (ASVARsr A'ehnirirvi 1 ? .?OXf ?A,;? (50274 2 1 1
5
,

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction lest 2 3 .28M2 .2778 .007'39 2 1,955 10.12

Consistent Over or Unrder predaictien ofSu! ru 2 1.. 2852 .21831 .00205 3 1,9158 1.8?

General Science 1985 -1906 Freshmii (Ethnici ty notD testedl

Siope Differences, for Sex, 7 8 .1376 .1375 .000,61 1 274 0.00

intercept D if f'rnces, for Sex 8 9 . 13715 .1287 .00884 1 275 2.82

General Science 1985 - 1986 Freshme -n (FIhrneity r Wnite & StaIck) (Sex n..t tes;ted),

Slopec Differenceos fei Ethnicity 10 11 .1512 .129 3 .02190 1 240 6.19

.ntercpt Differces for Ethnicity 11 12 .1293 .1292 .00014 1 24% 0.0C4

Genera! Science 1984 -198$ Ssooe (Ethnicity =wnite & Nnwhtc)

3-way I ntei;.c t ion Test (ASVA& t sexc(rtcn' c Ity) 1 2 .2843 .2838 .00049 1 341 0.23

Sex & Eth'nic ity lnTordct i on lest 2 3 .2839 .2697 .01416 1 342 6. 76*

Slop-e Differences for Sex 7 8 .2426 .?378 .00476 1 345 2.17

Intercept Differences- fcr Sex 8 9 .2378 .195L) .04281 1 34.6 19.44

Slope PIfferencs for Ethnicity 10 11 -2302 .2'83 .01188 1 345 5.32

Intercept C-fferences be' Ethnicity 11 12 .2183 .1950 .02333 1 346 10.33*

General Sc ienrce 1985 - 19&86 So;toeore (L Etrnrc ity tot te'st ed,

Slepe) Dii lecences, for Sex 78 w1e81 .1781 C00014 1 153 J.01

I.-teifcept Differenrces foit Se;. 8 9 .1781 .11.9t .02e84 1 la 6.-38

GeLneralt S CIrcinc 198 5 - 19,86 Sephr. -. (Et Ih.ic it y = Wi t c &Slta c k) ( So n..wt testedt

S'ope- Differences for E~hriciy 10 Q 1 .1996 .1978 n00172 1 158 0.34
lntercept Differences for Etnicity 11 12 .1972 .1.. .02543, 1 15 51 .05
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Table D-11. (Continued)

Comparison R
2

F-Test Conparison Full Restricted Full Restricted R
2
Change df1 df2 F

General Science 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

SLorp(. Differences for Sex 7 8 .1008 .0794 .02144 1 174 4.15

Intercept Differences for Fex 8 9 .0794 .0543 .02508 1 175 4.77

General Science 1984. 1985 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Black) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1303 .1288 .00153 1 149 0.26

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1288 .0668 .06197 1 150 10.67 *

General Science 1935 - 1986 Junior (EL6nicity not tefted)

Slcpe Differences for Sex 7 8 .2250 .2250 .00000 1 258 0.00

Intercept Differences fo Sex 8 9 .2249 .2042 .02074 1 259 6.93

General Science 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Nonlwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differencs for Ethnicity 10 11 .210, .2043 .00623 1 258 2.04

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2043 .2042 .00013 1 259 0.04

General Science 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1111 .1110 .00017 1 182 0.04

IntercePt Differences for Sex 8 9 .1110 .u832 .02774 1 183 5.71

Ciology I - 11 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (Ethn:city not tested)

-;, Diff rcez for S^A .2489 .041o .0019 1 299 0.4.

Intercept rifferences for Sex 8 9 .2478 .2228 .02502 1 300 9.91 *

Biology II 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .269 .2228 .00410 1 299 1.58

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2228 .2228 .00003 1 300 0.01

Biology I - II 1985 - 196 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White & Black)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .1893 .1889 .00032 1 1,120 0.45

Se^ & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1891 .1891 .00000 1 1,120 0.00

Slope Difference- for Sex 7 8 .1881 .1879 .00016 1 1,123 .21

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1879 .1512 .03669 1 1,124 50.78
Siope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1521 .1520 .00O 1 1,123 0.13

Intercept Ditferences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1520 .1512 .00084 1 1,124 1.12

Biology I - II 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic)
3
-wdy Interaction Test (ASVAB'sex-ethnicity) 1 2 .2772 .2771 .0003 2 1,371 0.03

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2772 .2695 .00769 2 1,373 7.70l

Consistent Over or UrJer prediction of Subgroup 2 4 .?772 .2592 .01792 3 1,373 11.35 **

Slope Differences for Sex 2 5 .2772 .2595 .01763 1 1,373 33.50

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 2 6 .2772 .2765 .00069 2 1,373 0.65

Elology I - II 1985 - 1986 Sophomre (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Se) 7 8 .2445 .2236 .01594 1 335 7.07

Biotogo I - 11 1985 - 1986 Soph oore (Ethnicity = White, Black & hispacic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Diff-crnces for Ethnicity 10 11 .1642 .1604 .00383 2 333 0.76

Irtcccept Diffeterrjes for Ethnicity 11 .2 .1604 .1581 .00203 2 335 0.40
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Table D-11. (Continued)

Comparison R
2

F-Test Ccoparison Full Restricted full Restricted R
2
Chonge ofl df2 F

Biology I - II 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite)

3-wav Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2678 .2675 .0002, 1 397 0.16

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2675 .2672 .00033 1 398 0.11

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2556 .2553 .00026 1 401 0.14

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2553 .2103 .04499 1 402 24 29

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2251 .2250 .00011 1 401 0,06

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2250 .2103 .01462 1 402 7.59 *

Bi'logy I - II 1085 - 1Q86 Junior (Ethnicity not t..sted)

Slop- Differences for Sex 7 8 .3803 .3633 .01691 1 147 4.01

Intercept Diffeiences for Sex 8 9 .3633 .2987 .06468 1 148 15.04 '

Biology I - II 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .3556 .3513 .00424 1 195 1.28

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .3513 .3083 .04306 1 196 '3.01

Biolog- I - II 1954 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity z White & Black) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 3619 .3601 .00176 1 176 0.48

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity il 12 .3602 .3242 .03593 1 1'7 9.91.

Chemistry I - II 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity not testeo)

S1opE Diffeences f.r Se. 7 8 .1039 .1031 .08 &3 9 128 0.14

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1831 .1429 .04021 1 129 6.35

Chemistry I - II 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1096 .i058 .00376 1 168 ..71

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1058 .0681 .03775 1 169 --13

chemistry I - II 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differencec for Sex 7 8 .1364 .1279 .00845 1 430 4.

Inteircept Diffcrences for Sex 8 9 .1279 .0695 .05845 1 431 28.8 **

Chemistry I - I 1984 - 1985 Junio- (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2022 .2012 .00104 1 426 0.55

intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2012 .1272 .07395 1 427 39.53 *

Chenistry I - II 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1555 .1478 .00765 1 426 3.86

Intercept Differer-ces for Ethnicity 11 12 .1478 .1272 .02060 1 427 10.32 *

Chemistry I - I! 1985 - 19C5 Junior (hthnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1677 . .16 .00o11 1 137 1.01

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 1616 .0759 .08563 1 138 14.09 **

Chemistry I - II1 19A5 19&6 Junior (Ethnicity = white & Non.rvhte) (SeX :,t tes.teJ)

Slope Difterences for Ethr icity 10 11 .0948 .0936 .00124 1 137 0.19

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0936 .0759 .01764 1 138 2.69
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Table D-11. (Continued)

Comparison R2

F-Test Comparison Fill Restricted FuLL Restricted R2Change dfl df2 F

Chemistry I - 11 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity noct tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1487 .1986 .00004 1 156 0.01

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1986 .1939 .00470 1 157 0.92

Chemistry I - I 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2339 .2059 .02801 1 156 5.70

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2059 .1939 .01195 1 157 2.36

Physics I - I 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1211 .1158 .00530 1 232 1.40

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1158 .0649 .05096 1 233 13.43

Physics I - It 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1779 .1734 .00455 1 166 0.92

Intercept Cifferences for Sex 8 9 .1734 .0993 .07404 1 167 14.96 **

Goverrnent & Civics 194 - 1985 Freshmen JEthnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2637 .2605 .00318 1 344 1.49

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2605 .2483 .01223 1 345 .71

Government & Civics 1984 - 1985 Sophonore (Ethnicity not tested)

SLuPC Dffult,11;-e, fui Sex 7 B .1723 .1547 .01759 i 155 3.29

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1547 .1160 .03867 1 156 7.14 *

Government & Civics 1985 - 1986 Sophomre (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope " rer.ces for Sex 7 8 .1772 .1614 .01579 1 417 8.00 *

Governmnt L Ci~is 1985 - 1986 SophrnTnore (Ethnicity = White & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differerces for Ethnicity 10 11 .1518 .1516 .00018 1 388 0.08

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1516 .1327 .01890 1 389 8.67 *

Coverrnment & Civics 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2593 .2522 .00718 1 456 4.42

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2521 .2182 .03391 1 457 20.72 '

Goverr went & Civics 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 1f( 11 .2223 .2.17 .00057 1 456 0.33

Intercept Differences for Etnnicity 11 1? .2217 .2182 .00348 1 457 2.04

Government & Civics 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity White & Black)

3-way Interaction Test (A.VAB*sex*eth.icity) 1 2 .2470 .2461 .00090 1 707 0.84

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction lest 2 3 .2461 .2449 .00121 1 708 1.14

Stcpe Differences for Sex 7 8 .2387 .2305 .00826 1 711 7.72 *

Intercept Differences fo; Sex 3 9 .2305 .1865 .04399 1 712 40.70
Slope Differer. ; for Ethnicity 10 11 .1912 .1911 .00006 1 711 0.06

Intercept Diffurences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1911 .1865 .00460 1 712 4.05
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Comparison a

F-Test Comrpar ison Full Restricted Full Pestricted R2Change dfI df2 F

Goverwient & Civics 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity =White & Black)

3-wiay Interaction Test (ASVAB'sexecthnicity) 1 2 .2560 .2560 .00002 1 602 0.02

Sex & Ethnicity riterac ion Test 2 3 .2560 .2555 .00049 1 603 0.40

Slope Differences for Sex 78 .2450 .2450 .00000 1 606 0.00
Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2450 .2221 .02293 '1 607 18.44 *

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2324 .2324 .00001 1 606 0.01

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2324 .2221 .01033 1 607 8.17

History 1984 - 1985 Frrshcien (Ethnicity White, Stack & Hispaic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*Sex*ctrrnicity) 1 2 .2.,958 .2950 .00079 2 1,319 0.74

Sex L Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2950 .2916 .00344 2 1,321 3.2-

Slope Differences for Sex 7 a .2871 .2848 .C0232 1 1,327 4.33

Intercept D~fferenc., for Sex 8 9 .:2848 .2478 .03697 1 1,328 68.64

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2556 .2505 .00510 n ,25 45

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2505 .2473 .00270 2 1,327 2.39

History 1985 - 1981. fjeshi-oen (F~ncity White & Blarck)

.3-w3y interaction Test (.ASVAB'i.Cxlethnicity) 1 2 .2638 .2629 .00083 1 1,344 1.51

Sex & Ftk,loity Interaction Test 213 .2638 .2636 .00023 1 1,344 0.42

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2632 .2618 .00132 1 1,347 2.42

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2618 .2470 .014a4 1 1,348 2?.10

Slvpv Di ffeivn,.e., for EthflIiiiy 1'11 .2473 .2471 .00023 1 1,347 0.42
I ntercept D ifferences f -,r Ethni c ity 11 12 .2471 .2470 .00007 1 1,348 0.13

History 1984. - 1985 Sophomore (Ethinicity White & Black)

3-wujy Interact ion Tbt (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2759 .2744 .00151 1 1,431 2.98

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2765 .2743 .00213 1 1,431 4.21

Slope Differences icr Sex 7 8 .2735 .2724 .00105 1 1,434 2.08

itercept Differencts for Sex 8 9 .2724 .2445 .02791 1 1,435 55.04

Slope Difftrences for Ethnic:ity 10 11 .2455 .2448 .00073 1 1,434 1.40

Intercept Differences fcor Ethnicity 11 12 .2448 .241.5 .00024 1 1,435 0.46

History 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity white, Black & Hispinic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASOABsexlethnicity) 1 2 .2184 .2143 .00412 2 1,466 3.86

Sex & Ethnicity InterAction Test 2 3 .2188 .2132 .00562 2 1,467 5.2e

S~ope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2021 .1982 .00385 1 1,473 7.12

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1982 .1525 .04515 1 1,474 84.10 *

Slope Gifferenreg for Fthnirity 10 11 .1663 .1"91 .00722 2 1,471 6.37

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1591 .1525 .00661 2 1,473 5.79

History 198. - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity White & Slack)

3-way interaction Tent (ASVABsexethnicity) 1 2 .2944 .2943 .00111 1 1,102 0.17

Seat & Ethr~icity Interc,~tion Test 2 3 .2943 .2937 .00065 1 1,103 1.02

Slope Diftcrerce,, for Sey. 7 8 .2926 .2895 .L0314 1 1,106 4.91

Intercept Dii fcrcnLCes fOr Sex 8 9 .2895 .2409 .01-862 1 1,107 75.75
Slope Difference-, for Ethnirity 10 11 .24.25 .2425 rC0003 1 1,106 0.05
Intcrce1. t Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2425 .2409 .00163 1 1,107 2.39
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Table D-11. (Continued)

Comparison R
2

F-Test Comparison FuLl Restricted Full Restricted R2Change dfl df2 F

History 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2372 .2221 .01511 1 428 8.48 *

History 1985 1986 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Black) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 1H .1690 .1689 .00008 1 409 0.04

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1689 .1664 .00244 1 410 1.21

History 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Sope Differences fur Sex 7 8 .3319 .3245 .O.,.. 1 423 4.64

Irtercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .3245 .3071 .01743 1 424 10.91,

History 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity = White & Black) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .j47. .3446 .00247 1 402 1.52

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .3446 .3243 .02033 1 403 12.50

foreign Lariguage 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2709 .2680 00287 1 ,012 3.98

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2680 .1969 .0710B 1 1,013 98.37

Foreign language 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2248 .2241 .00076 2 1,010 0.49

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2241 .1969 .0213 2 1,012 17.69

Foreign Language 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1959 .1887 .00721 1 797 7.14 *

Foreign Language 1985 - 1956 Freshmen (Ethnicity z White, Black & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Siope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1469 .1384 .00845 2 795 3.94

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1384 .1268 .01162 2 797 5.38

Foreign Language 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2216 .2175 .00407 1 892 4.66

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2173 .1138 .10370 1 893 118.35

Foreign Language 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1379 .1300 .00790 2 890 4.08

Intercept Differences fer Ethnicity 11 12 .1300 .1138 .01615 2 892 8.28 **

Foreign Language 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex'ethnicity) 1 2 .1839 .1839 .OOOUO 1 604 0.00

Scx & Cthnicity Interaction lest 2 3 .1838 .1838 .00008 1 605 0.06

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1655 .1621 .00362 1 608 2.64

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1621 .0878 .07435 1 609 54.04 **

SLcpe Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1cS6 .1049 .00069 1 608 0.47

intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 1049 .0878 .01709 1 60' 11.62
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Table D-11. (Continued)

Ccmparison R
2

F-Test Comparison Full Restricted Full Restricted R
2
Change dfl df2 F

Foreign Lancuage 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Stepe Differences for Sex 7 8 .213? .2131 .00014 1 480 0.08

Intercop: Differences for Sex 8 9 .2131 .1088 .10435 1 481 63.79 **

Foreign language 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1409 .1334 .00748 2 478 2.08

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1334 .1088 .02467 2 480 6.83

Foreign Language 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethricity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2121 .2102 .00187 1 247 0.58

Intercept Differenc-s for Sex 8 9 .2102 .1405 .06968 1 248 21.88

Foreign Language 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Hispanic) (Sex no' tes:ed)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1043 .0909 .01340 1 205 3.07

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0909 .0866 .00430 1 206 0.98

Foreign Language 1984 - 1485 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1483 .1472 .00117 1 224 0.31

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1471 .1178 .02937 1 225 7.75

Foreign Language 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity = White & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

stope oifferences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0629 .0620 .00093 1 185 0.18

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0620 .0562 .00579 1 186 1.15

Secretary & Office Education 1985 1986 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1212 .1212 .00001 1 215 0.00

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1212 .1211 .00008 1 216 0.02

Secretary & Office Education 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1003 .0866 .01374 1 220 3.36

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0866 .0772 .00937 1 221 2.27

Typing & Word Processing 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2745 .2718 .00261 1 507 1.82

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2718 .2476 .02422 1 508 16.90

Typing & Word Processing 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (E.hnicity = White, Black & Hispanic) (jex not tested)

Slepe Differences f-r Ethnicity 10 11 .2576 .2493 .00321 2 505 2.79

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2493 .2476 .00171 2 507 0.58

Typing & Word Processing 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1955 .1930 .00249 1 492 1.52

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1930 .1567 .63633 1 493 22.20

Typing & Word Processing 1985 - 19P.6 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1569 .1565 .00042 1 445 0.22

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1565 .1504 .00616 1 446 3.26
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Table 0-11. (Conitned)

Comparison R
2

F-Test Comparison Full Restricted Full Restricted R
2
Char;g dfi df2 F

Typing . Word Processing 1984 - 1985 Sophorore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for 7 8 .2104 .2066 .003k, 1 631 3.06

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2066 .1507 .05589 1 63? 44.52

Typing & Word Processing 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic) (Sex r.t tested:

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1583 .1529 .00543 2 629 -.03

Intercept Oifferences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1529 .1507 .00220 2 631 -.82

Typing & Word Processing 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicily not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1586 .1450 01365 1 405 6.57

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1450 .1312 .01381 1 406 6.56

Typing & Word Processing 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White & Black) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1278 .1277 .00010 1 .'4 0.04

Intercept Oifferences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1277 .1266 .00116 1 375 0.50

Typing & Word Processing 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Cifferences for Sex 7 8 .2318 .2289 .00289 1 391 1.47

Intecept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2289 .1365 .09239 1 392 46.97 *

Typing & Word Processing 1984 - 1955 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Black) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1479 .1473 .00059 1 359 0.25

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1473 .1425 .00479 1 360 2.02

lyping & Word Processing 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1621 .1518 .01031 1 221 2.72

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1518 .0991 .05276 1 222 13.81

Typing & Word Processing 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethncity 10 11 .1182 .1111 .00711 i 221 1.78

Irtercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1111 .0991 .01201 1 222 3.00

Typing & Word Proce-sinq 19A4 - 1985 Senior (Ethn-rity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1968 .1907 .00618 1 216 1.66

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1907 .1482 .04242 1 217 11.37

Accounting/Bookkeeping 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

SLcpc Diffcrences for Sex 7 P .2117 .2048 .00696 1 311 2.75

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2048 .1434 .06135 1 312 24.G7

Accounting/Bookkeeping 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 b .2836 .2787 .00496 1 239 1.66

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2787 .1572 .12147 1 240 40.41 *

Accounting/Bookkecping 1985 - 1986 Jurior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1548 .1498 .00498 i 185 1.09

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1498 .0914 .05840 1 186 12.78 **
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C vma r i son R
2

F-Test Comparison Full Restricted f0il Rest-icted l.2Chaij. dfl df2 F

Accounting/Bookkee;-.ng 1984 - 1935 Senior (Ethn;city not tested)

Slope Differcnc-s for Sex 7 8 .1805 .1799 .00065 I 247 0.20

Intercept Di'ferences for Sex 8 9 .1799 .11.o4 .06052 1 248 18.30

.oe Eoomics 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (thnici./ rot tosteJ)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2683 .28.81 .CO014 1 547 0.11

Intercept , err.nces for Sex 8 9 .2881 .2413 .0 ,,'B. 1 548 36.06 *

Home Econnics 1984- '8" Fresh--n (Ethnicity vwhitt c : t- not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 a .c 1 .00153 1 519 1.12

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .- . .06146 1 520 44.70"*

Home Economics 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity not tes

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .21 1.2." .:.3S2 1 312 1.40

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .21G? 1, .,)688C 1 313 27.27

Home Economics 1985-1986 Freshr,en (Ethnicity White & Nonwhite) (Se? ,Cot esteci,

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1439 .1.453 .000)'. 1 I - 0.21

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 1H 12 .11,33 .141," .001'4 i 313 C.

Home Economics 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2101 ?W, .0004LS 321 0.19

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2096 .13 4 .0!'042 1 322 28.69

Home Economics 1984-1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Se,. i:., tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1776 .1678 .00982 1 321 3.83

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 >678 .1392 .02852 1 322 11.03*

Home Economics 1985 - 1986 Souhomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Stope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1 " Z5 .198S .00020 1 39 0.10

intercnpt Differences for Sex 8 9 . .1266 .07169 1 395 35.32 *

Home Economics 1985-1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White & h-,.-hite) (Sex not test--d)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1311 .1268 .00428 1 3-) I.C
.
,

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1268 .1266 .,_"22 1 3Q5 0.10

Home Economics 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

S'op v iffererces for Sex 7 8 .1639 .1639 .00002 1 279 0.01

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1639 .1218 .04212 1 280 14.11 *

Home Econc4nics 1984-1935 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1246 .1238 .00084 279 0.27

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1237 .1218 .00194 1 280 O.b2

Home Economics 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Difterences for Sex 7 8 .2040 .2040 .00000 1 358 0.00

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2040 .0656 .13843 1 359 62.43
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Table D-11. (Concluded)

Comparison R
2

F-Test Comparison Full Restricted FuLL Restricted RZLhinge dfj dfD F

Home Economics 1985-1986 Junior (Ethficity z 6thi: & Nonwhite) (Sex not

Slope Differences for Ethnicitv 10 11 .0707 .0683 1 1 358 0.94

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0683 .0656 ;02sr I 359 1.04

Hxk Ecoromics 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1568 .1568 .00001 1 318 0.00

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1568 .0982 .05859 1 319 22.16

Home Economics 1984-1985 Senior (Ethnicity White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1003 .0990 .00126 1 318 0.45

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0990 .0982 .00079 1 319 0.28

Computer Programming 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Cifferences for Sex 7 8 .2321 .2277 .00441 1 227 1.30

Int-rcet Difternnrre for Sex 8 9 .2277 .1229 .10479 1 228 30.93

Computer Programming 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for SeN 7 8 .2669 .2668 .00002 1 240 0.01

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2668 .2142 .05261 1 241 17.29

Lomputer Programming 1985 -986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slpe Differences for Sex 7 8 .3239 .3231 .00045 1 157 0.10

!rercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .3234 .1835 .13995 1 158 32.68 *

Computer Programming 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1535 .1535 .00002 1 152 0.00

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1535 .1522 .00131 1 153 0.24

P < .01.

P* P < .001.
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Table D-12. F-Tests of Significance for Subtest Coposite

Coerperison R
2

F-Test Comparison Full Restricted Full Restricted R
2
Change dfl df2 F

English I - IV 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White, Slack & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2852 .2849 .00023 2 2,422 0.40

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2849 .2786 .00630 2 2,424 10.68

Consistent Over or Under prediction of Subgroup 2 4 .2849 .2802 .00474 3 2,424 5.30 *

English I - IV 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2290 .2282 .00075 2 1,989 0.97

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2282 .2248 .00338 2 1,991 4.36

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2121 .2116 .00052 1 1,997 1.32

Intercept D,fferences for Sex 8 9 .2116 .2025 .00915 1 1,998 23.19

Slope Differe nces for Ethnicity 10 11 .2121 .2074 .00474 2 1,995 6.00

Intercept Ditferences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2074 .2025 .00492 2 1,997 6.19

English I - IV 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White, BSack & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .3160 .3155 .00050 2 2,296 0.84

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .3155 .3138 .00175 2 2,298 2.94

Slope Difference~s for Sex 7 8 .3091 .3037 .00535 1 2,304 17.83

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2988 .2967 .00203 2 2,302 3.33

Intercept Differeices for Ethnicity 11 12 .29t7 .2941 .00263 2 2,304 4.31

English I - IV 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnic'ty = White, Back & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethoicity) 1 2 .2616 .2602 .00143 2 1,942 1,89

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2601 .2584 .00172 2 1,944 2.26

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2460 .2403 .00572 1 1,950 14.79

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2334 .2313 .00212 2 1,948 2.70

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2313 .2211 .01020 2 1,950 12.94 **

English I - IV 1984 - 1985 junior (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2682 .2682 .00007 2 1,721 0.08

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2682 .2666 .00160 2 1,723 1.88

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2602 .2543 .00594 1 1,729 13.89 **

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2449 .2432 .00168 2 1,727 1.92

Intercept Differences for Ethficity 11 12 .2432 .2402 .00307 2 1,729 3.51

English I - IV 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Black)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2382 .2379 .00035 1 1,258 0.58

S.x . Ethnicity Interacticn Test 2 3 .2379 .2372 .00065 1 1,259 1.08

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2351 .2280 .00716 1 1,262 11.82 *

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2115 .2115 .00002 1 1,262 0.03

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2115 .2101 .00140 1 1,263 2.24

English I - IV 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity = Wite, Black & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2250 .2238 .00110 2 1,275 0.90

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2238 .2230 .00088 2 1,277 0.72

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2166 ,2151 .00148 1 1,283 2.43

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2151 .2079 .00723 1 1,284 11.82

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2122 .2100 .00221 2 1,281 1.79

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2100 .2079 .00216 2 1,283 1.75



Table D-12. (Continued)

Comparison R2

F-Test Coeniarison Full Restricted Full Restricted R2 Change dfi df? F

General Math 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity = white, Black & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .1365 .1345 .00196 2 1,167 1.33

Sex & Ethricity Interaction Test 2 3 .1345 .1316 .00295 2 1,169 1.99

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1273 .1271 .00014 1 1,175 0.19

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1271 .1260 .00110 1 1,176 1.48

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1301 .1291 .00093 2 1,173 0.63

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1291 .1261 .00309 2 1,175 2.08

General Math 1985 - 1986 Fresh men ("Zhnicity = Whi'e £ P.3ck)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*etnnicity) 1 2 .0635 .0632 .00026 1 549 0.15

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .0632 .0594 .00376 1 550 2.21

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .0573 .0555 .00180 1 553 1.05

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .0556 .0534 .00211 1 554 1.24

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .0S56 .0538 .0017' 1 553 1.03

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .0538 .0534 .00036 1 554 0.21

General Math 1984 1985 Soph.onore (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB'sex*cthnicity) 1 2 .1639 .1565 .00742 2 736 3.27

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1561. .1532 .00325 2 738 1.42

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1530 .1509 .00212 1 744 1.86

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1509 .1509 .00000 1 745 0.00

Slope Viffcrences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1513 .1510 .00023 2 742 0.10

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1510 .1509 .00011 2 744 0.05

General Math 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White & Black)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB'sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .1434 .1402 .003i2 1 305 1.11
Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1402 .1359 .00436 1 306 1.55

Slcpe Differences for Sex 7 8 .1107 .1091 .00155 1 309 0.54

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .i91 .0946 .01450 1 310 5.04

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1178 .1178 .00001 1 309 0.00

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1178 .0946 .02316 1 310 8.14 *

General Math 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Black)
3 -,ay Interaction Test (ASVAB'sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .1221 .1205 .00162 1 266 0.49

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .1205 .1205 .00001 1 267 0.00

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1095 .1087 .00073 1 270 0.22

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1087 .0971 .01160 1 271 3.53

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .106; .1047 .00216 1 270 0.65

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1047 .0971 .00761 1 271 2.30

General Math 1985 - 196 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1490 .1477 .00122 1 222 0.32

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1478 .1377 .01008 1 223 2.64

General Math 19e5 - 196 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Black) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1826 .1819 .00072 1 195 0.17

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1819 .1757 .00619 1 196 1.48
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Table D-12. (Continued)

Coeparison R
2

F-Test Comparison Full Restricted Full Restricted R2Change dfl df2 F

General Math 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1410 .1254 .C1562 1 230 4.18

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1254 .1239 .00151 1 231 0.40

General Math 1984 - 1985 Senior (Etnnicity = White & Black) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1702 .1694 .00088 1 203 0.21

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1694 .1472 .02221 1 204 5.46

Algebra 194 - 19e5 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2429 .2422 .00073 1 1,180 1.14

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2421 .2421 .00000 1 1,181 0.01

Slope Difference, for Sex 7 8 .2386 .2372 .00143 1 1,184 2.22

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2372 .2305 .00673 1 1,185 10.46 *

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2350 .2305 .00445 1 1,184 6.89

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2305 .2305 .00005 1 1,185 0.07

Algebra 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity White 8 Nonwhite)

3-way Intera'tion Test (ASVAB'sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2474 .2474 .00000 1 708 C.00

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction les:t 2 3 .2474 .2448 .00254 1 709 2.39

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2295 .2295 .00000 1 712 0.00

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2295 .2184 .01105 1 713 10.22 *

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2316 .2293 .00236 1 712 2.19

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2293 .2184 .01088 1 713 10.07

Algebra 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity White & Nonwhite)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVA8*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2006 .2005 .00001 1 871 0.01

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2005 .1946 .00590 1 872 6.43

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1939 .1901 .00376 1 875 4.08

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1901 .1897 .00039 1 876 0.42

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1905 .1904 .00012 1 875 0.13

intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1904 .1897 .00062 1 876 0.67

Algebra 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity White & Nonwhite)

3-way interaction Test (ASVABsex'ethnicity) 1 2 .2150 .2138 .00129 1 617 1.01

Sex & Ethr,icity Interactio, Te- 2 3 .2138 .2107 .00301 1 618 2.37

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1973 .1940 .00325 1 621 2.52

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1940 .1909 .00318 1 622 2.45

Slupe Differences foa Ethnicity 10 1 .2023 .1998 .00251 i 621 1.95

Intercept Differences fot Ethnicity 11 12 .1998 .1909 .j0891 1 622 6.93

Algebra 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity White & Black)

3-way Interaction Test (A:VAB
° 

.*ethnicity) 1 2 .2629 .2626 .00030 1 489 0.20

Sex & Ethnicity Irteract l, Tet 2 3 .2626 .2603 .00224 1 490 1.49

Slope Di'ferences for Sex 7 8 .2568 .2564 .00048 1 493 0.32

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2564 .2554 .00091 1 494 0.51

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2585 .2559 .00256 1 493 1.70

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2559 .2554 .00049 1 494 0.33
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2
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Algebra 1985 1986 Jufnior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2156 .2061 .00951 1 273 3.31

Ilrtercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2061 .2046 .00148 1 274 0.51

Algebra 1985 1986 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2255 .2087 .01681 1 273 5.93

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2087 .2046 .00405 1 274 1.40

Algebra 1984 - 1985 Senior (EthniL-ty not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .3008 .2944 .00644 1 265 2.44

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2944 .2814 .01295 1 266 4.88

Algebra 1984 1985 Senior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2916 .2819 .00980 1 265 3.67

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2819 .2814 .00043 1 266 0.16

Geometry 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .293Y .293b .00033 1 511 0.24

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2936 .2922 .00134 1 512 0.97

Geometry 1985 - 1936 Freshmen (Ethmcity = White, Black & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Ditferences tor Ethnicity 10 11 .303. .2955 .00808 2 509 2.95

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2955 .2922 .00323 2 511 1.17

Geometry 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2881 .2878 .00030 1 561 0.24

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2878 .2920 .00577 1 562 4.55

Geometry 1984 - 1985 Sophomre (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slcpe Differeices for Ethnicity 10 11 .2852 .2821 .00305 2 559 1.19

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2822 .2821 .00010 2 561 0.04

Geometry 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .3134 .3132 .00017 1 410 0.10

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .3132 .3010 .01215 1 411 7.27

Geometry 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White & Black) (Sex not tested)

SLope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .3359 .3139 .02199 1 371 12.29

Geometry 1984 1985 Juriiui t[lhnicity not testeo)

Slout Differences for Sex 7 8 .2566 .2547 .00185 1 305 0.76

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2547 .2338 .0087 1 306 8.57 *

Geometry 1984 1985 Junior (Ethnicity White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2359 .2340 .00190 1 305 0.76

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2340 .2338 .00015 1 306 0.06
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Geometry 1985 - 1986 Junior (Fthnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .3652 .3611 .00405 1 123 0.78

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .36i1 .3259 .0515 1 124 6.82

Geometry 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .4014 .3636 .03780 1 123 7.77 *

Geometry 1984 - 1965 Scrior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slcpe Differences for Sex 7 8 .3425 .3058 .03664 1 107 5.96

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .3058 .3038 .00198 1 108 0.31

Geometry 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .3246 .31?2 .01231 1 107 1.95

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .3122 .3038 .00839 1 108 1.32

Calculus 1985 19P6 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2346 .2339 .00071 1 147 0.14

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2339 .2316 .00226 1 148 0.44

General Science 1984 - 1985 Freshn,,-en (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASvAB*sex'ethicity) 1 2 .3023 .3006 .00175 2 1,956 2.46

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction lest 2 3 .3006 .2922 .00832 2 1,958 11 .8 (

Consistent Over or Under prediction of Subgroup 2 4 .30C6 .2992 .00132 3 1,958 1.23

General Science 1935 - 1986 Fresh-en (Ethnicity not tested)
Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1761 .1738 .00229 1 274 0.76

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1738 .1702 .00365 1 275 1.22

General Science 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White & Black) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1818 .1718 .01002 1 240 2.94

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1718 .1713 .00054 1 241 0.16

General Science 1984 - 1;85 Sophomore (Ethnicity = Wiite & onowhitc)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVABoserAethnicity) 1 2 .2831 .2824 .00015 1 341 0.3c

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2824 .2671 .01528 1 342 7.28 *

Slope Differences for Sex ? 2 .2604 .?qM .0039 1 345 1.77

Intercept Differences for Sex t 9 .2566 .2519 .00468 1 346 2.18

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 1.0 11 .2604 .2561 .00379 1 354t I."/

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2567 .2519 .00476 1 346 2.22

General Science 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2384 .2363 .00212 1 183 0.51

Intercept Differences fcr Sex 8 9 .2363 .2192 .01715 1 1,34 4.13

General Science 1985 - 1986 Sop.ooncre (Ethnicity = White & SI tk) (S rcAt tcsted)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2535 .2529 .00053 1 158 0.11

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2529 .2230 .0?997 1 159 6.38
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General Science 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1191 .1190 .00011 1 174 0.02

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1190 .1174 .00159 1 175 0.32

General Science 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Black) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1947 .1944 .A0035 1 149 0.06

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1944 .1208 .0735 1 150 13.69

General Science 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2655 .2640 .00148 1 258 0.52

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2640 .2592 .00481 1 259 1.69

General Science 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2645 .2595 .00495 1 258 1.74

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2595 .2592 .00030 1 259 0.11

General science 1984 - 1985 Senior (Etnrinicity rot tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1456 .1425 .00308 1 182 0.66

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1425 .1165 .02600 1 183 5.55

iiutogy i- i 194 - 19835 Fe!,hmv (Ethnicity r, t tested)

Slope oiffernces for Sex 7 8 .2733 .2729 .00041 1 299 0.17

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2729 .2661 .00681 1 300 2.81

Biology I ii 1984 1985 Fresh.en (Ethnicity - Whit2 & Nonwhite) (Sex rot tested)

Slope Differences fc.- Ethnicity 10 11 .2721 .2661 .00596 1 299 2.45

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2661 .2661 .00305 1 300 0.02

Biology I - II 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White & Black)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2190 .2187 .00029 1 1,119 0.42

S~x & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2187 .2186 .00010 1 1,120 0.14

Slope Oifferences for Sex 7 8 .2184 .2179 .00054 1 1,123 0.78

Intercept Differences fcr Sex 8 9 .2179 .2109 .00700 1 1,124 10.06 *

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2113 .2113 .00003 1 1,123 0.05

Intercept Differences for Ethricity 11 12 .2113 .2109 .00035 1 1,124 0.50

Biolooy I - II 1984 - 1985 SoPchmPre (Ftnnicity = Jhite, Black & Hispanic)

,-way Interaction Test (ASVAB1scx*ethnicity) 1 2 .3010 .3002 .00079 2 1,371 0.77

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .3002 .2900 .01012 2 1,373 9.93 *

Consistent Over or Under prediction o
4 

Sjbgroup 2 4 .3002 .2925 .00764 3 1,373 4.99 *

Biolory I - II 1985 - 1986 Sophomre (Ethnicity rct tested)

Slope Diffrences for Sex 7 8 .2948 .2&87 .00613 1 335 2.91

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2887 .2807 .00805 1 336 3.80

Biology II 1985 - 1986 Sophmre (Fthnicity = White, Black & Hispanic) (sex not tested)

Slope Dif~erenLCes for Ethnicity 10 11 .2891 .2844 .00464 2 333 1.01

Intercept Differerres for Ethr. city 11 12 .2844 .?807 .00377 2 33 0.88
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Biotogy I - II 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2695 .2691 .00037 1 397 O.ZO

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2691 .2600 .00915 1 398 4.98

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2567 .2524 .00434 1 401 2.34

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2524 .2488 .00359 1 402 1.93

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2521 .2490 .00310 1 401 1.66

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 1i 12 .2490 .2488 .00018 1 402 0.09

Biotogy I - II 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity riot tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .4877 .4648 .02289 1 147 6.57

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .4648 .4624 .0024.6 1 148 0.68

Biology I II 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .3508 .3482 .00258 1 195 0.78

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .3482 .3324 .01577 1 196 4.7.

Biology I - If 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity z White & Black) (Sex not teste1)

Slcpe Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .3758 .3740 .00177 1 176 0.50

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .3740 .3294 .04466 1 177 12.67 **

Chm1:.ty i - l 19 3 -1996 Fruh,,o (Itho,".cty r,..t t:ztvj)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .3153 .3107 .00464 1 128 0.87

Intercept Differences, fer Sex 8 9 .3107 .3106 .00016 1 129 0.03

Chemistry I - II 1984 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1366 .1365 .00015 1 168 0.03

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1365 .1150 .02145 1 169 4.20

Chemistry I II 1985 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1857 .1851 .00051 1 430 0.27

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1852 .1765 .00862 1 431 4.56

Chemistry I - II 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2603 .2592 .00111 1 426 0.64

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2592 .2556 .00365 1 427 2.11

Chemistry I I1 1981 - 1985 Junior (Fthnirity = hite & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Stope Differences fur Ethnicity 10 11 .2746 .2600 .01458 1 426 8.56

Chemistry I II 1985 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Diferences for Sex ( 8 .22J4 .2180 .00542 1 137 0.96

intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2180 .2002 .01773 1 138 3.1!

Chemistry I - II 1985 - 1936 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Stope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2041 .2027 .00138 1 131 0.21.

Intercept Differcnces for Ethnicity 11 12 .2027 .20j2 .00247 1 138 0.43
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Chemistry I - II 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ehnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .3099 .2974 .01247 1 156 2.82

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2974 .2958 .00154 1 157 0.34

Chemistry I - II 198/ - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity z White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .3128 .2968 .01600 1 156 3.65

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2968 .2958 .00092 1 157 0.21

Physics I - 1I 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2066 .1892 .01740 1 232 5.09

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1892 .1827 .00655 1 233 1.88

Physics I II 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity rtot tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 3 .2331 .2303 .00277 1 166 0.60

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2303 .2268 .00357 1 167 0.78

Governrr-ent & Civics 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity not test.-d)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .3286 .3277 .00088 1 344 0.45

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .3277 .3275 .00027 1 345 0.14

Government & LiViCS 19&'. - 1;85 Sophomore (Etnnicity not testeo)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2415 .2150 .02654 1 155 5.42

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2150 .2076 .00744 1 156 1.48

Governent & Civics 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2355 .2262 .00937 1 417 5.11

Intercept Dif rences for Sex 8 9 .2262 .2253 .00086 1 418 0.47

Government & Civics 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2638 .263b .00000 1 388 0.00

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .26'8 .2462 .01756 1 389 9.28

Guvernment & Civics 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicily not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .3054 .3027 .00270 1 456 1.77

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .3027 .3014 .00131 1 457 0.86

Goverrvont & Civics 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwvhite) (Sey nr-t tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .3072 .3063 .00085 1 456 0.56

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .3063 .3014 .00495 1 457 3.26

Goverrinent & Civics 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Black)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB'scx*ethnicity) 1 2 .3046 .3036 .00100 1 707 1.01

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .3036 .3036 .00001 1 708 0.01

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .3024 .3018 .00063 1 711 0.65

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .3018 .2979 .00387 1 712 3.95

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2993 .2980 .00125 1 711 1.27

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2980 .2979 .00017 1 712 0.17
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Govprrmnent & Civics 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity = White & BLack)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .2853 .2852 .00003 1 602 0.02

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2852 .2852 .00000 1 603 0.00

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2817 .2813 .00043 1 606 0.36

Intercept Differeres for Sex 8 9 .2813 .2789 .00238 1 607 2.01

Sto." Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2832 .2831 .00003 1 606 0.03

Interctpt Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2831 .2789 .00425 1 607 3.60

History 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity White, Black & Hispanic)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .3051 .3043 .00071 2 1,319 0.68

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .3043 .3013 .00306 2 1,321 2.90

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2952 .2951 .00018 1 1,327 0.33

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2951 .2329 .01214 1 1,328 22.a8

SLope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2898 .2836 .00622 2 1,325 5.81 *

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2836 .2829 .00065 2 1,327 0.60

History 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White & Black)

3-way Interaction rest (ASVA8*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .3028 .3027 .00004 1 1,343 0.08

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .3027 .3027 .00001 1 1,344 0.02

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .3007 .3006 .000I1 1 1,347 0.21

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .3006 .3005 .00002 1 1,348 0.03

SLuPV Ciffevi~c~u fut Ethlrihity 10 11 .3026 .3337 .GU139 1 1,347 3.64

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .3007 .3005 .00018 1 1,348 0.35

History 1984. - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity White & Black)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 1 2 .3093 .3083 .00104 1 1,430 2.15

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .3083 .3046 .00372 1 1,431 7.69 *

Slope Differences for Sx 7 8 .3025 .3025 .00001 1 1,434 0.01

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .3025 .3016 .00084 1 1,435 1.73

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .3035 .3033 .00024 1 1,434 0.49

;ritercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .3033 .3016 .00162 1 1,435 3.33

History 1985 - 1986 Sopho ore (Fthnicity White, Black P Hisp:J,.i,)

3-way Interaction Test (A5VAB'sex'ethnicity) 1 2 .2417 .24,1 .00062 2 1,465 0.60

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Test 2 3 .2411 .231' .01127 2 1,467 7.03 **

Consistent Over or Under pedicLtion of Subgroup 2 4 .2411 .2334 .00773 3 1,467 4.98 *

History 148. - 1985 Junior (Ithnicity White & Black)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVAb*,,ex'cthnicity) 1 2 .3254 .3244 .0;094 1 1,102 1.54

Sex & Ethnicity Interaction Te,.' 2 3 .32/4 .3211 .0076 1 1,103 4.50

Slcpe Differences for Sex 7 8 .3164 .316 .10010 1 1,106 0.16

Interrept Differences for Sex 8 9 .3163 .3123 .0040; 1 1,107 6.51

Slope Diffcrn-es for Ethnicity 10 11 .31,9 .316 .'i U'1 1 1,106 0.?7

Intercept Diff,i eices f)r Eti,,Lity 1 12 .3168 .3123 .00,.50 1 1,107 7.3b

t,i.-. y 19;' - 1906 .uninr (Frhnici ty not testcd)

StOW! Di fferrCCes for Sex 7 8 .2717 .2557 01606 1 423 9.44
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History 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Black) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2582 .2561 .00216 1 409 1.19

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2561 .2492 .00685 1 410 3.78

History 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .3837 .3819 .00181 1 423 1.24

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .3819 .3799 .00203 1 424 1.40

History 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity = White & Black) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .4153 .4137 .00154 1 402 1.06

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .4137 .3861 .02759 1 403 18.97

Foreign Language 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .3263 .3263 .00006 1 1,01z 0.09

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .3263 .3172 .00910 1 1,013 13.68

Foreign Language 1984 - 1985 Preshmen (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .3377 .3293 .00835 2 1,010 6.37 *

Foreign Language 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2558 .2554 .00047 1 797 0.50

Inte-cepi Vitterences for Sex 8 9 .2554 .2491 .00622 1 796 6.66

Foreign Language 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

SLope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2552 .2525 .00264 2 795 1.41

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2525 .2491 .00338 2 797 1.80

Foreign Language 1984 - 1985 Sohomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slo~o Differences for Sex 7 8 .2722 .2721 .00009 1 892 0.11

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .?721 .2585 .01360 1 893 16.68 **

Foreign Language 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic) Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2655 .2618 .00363 2 890 2.20

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2618 .2585 .00332 2 892 2.01

Foreign Language 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite)

3-way Interaction Test (ASVABgsex'ethnicity) 1 2 .2025 .2014 .00113 1 604 0.86

Sex & Ethnicity Intcracticn Test 2 3 .2014 .2004 .00099 1 605 0.75

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .1977 .1975 .00013 1 608 0.10

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1975 .1814 .01617 1 609 12.27 **

Stooe D;fferences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1870 .1870 .00003 1 608 0.03

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1870 .1814 .00561 1 609 4.20

Foreign Language 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2402 .2371 .00306 1 480 1.93

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2371 .2116 .02557 1 481 16.12 **
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Foreign Language 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity - White, Black & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2352 .2187 .01652 2 478 5.16

Foreign Language 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2369 .2315 .0C544 1 247 1.76

intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2315 .20T3 .02413 1 248 7.79

Foreign Language 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 1') 11 .1751 .1531 .02197 1 205 5.46

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1531 .1483 .00482 1 206 1.17

Foreign Language 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for ex 7 8 .2239 .2205 .00343 1 224 0.99

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2205 .2137 .00675 1 225 1.95

Foreign Lnguage 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity = White & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1732 .1725 .00078 1 185 0.17

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1725 .1692 .00324 1 186 0.73

Secretary & Office Education 1985 
o 

1986 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2305 .2254 .00510 1 215 1.42

Intercept Uifferences for Ethnicity i1 12 .2254 .2254 .00005 1 2i6 0.01

Secretary & Office Education 1984 • 1985 Senior (Ethnicity z WhIte & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1820 .1792 .00277 1 220 0.75

intercept Di'ferencLs for Ethnicity 11 12 .1793 .1772 .00201 1 221 0.54

Typing & Word Processing 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .3074 .3071 .00030 1 507 0.22

Intercept Differences for Sex a 9 .3071 .3033 .00184 1 508 1.35

Typing & Word Processing 1984 - 1985 Freshmr. i (Ethnicity = white, Black & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .3110 .3079 .00315 2 505 1.15

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity il 12 .3079 .3052 .00262 2 507 0.96

Typing & Word Processing 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2268 .2266 .00017 1 492 0.11

Intercept Differences f-- Sex 8 9 .2?66 .2171 .00955 1 493 6.09

Typing & Word Price,7irg 1985 - 19U6 Freshmen (Ethnicity z White & Hisp.nic) (Sex not tested)

F ope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2334 .2275 .00589 1 445 3.42

Intercept Differences for Ethnic ty 11 12 .2275 .2264 .00110 1 446 0.63

Typing & Woro Processini l;84 - 1905 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2572 .2571 .00005 1 63) 0.04

Intercept Di fferences for Sex 8 9 .2571 .2551 .00207 1 632 1.76
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Table D-12. (Continued)

Comparison R
2

F-Test Comparison Full Restricted Full Restricted R
2
Change dfl df2 F

Typing & Word Processing 1984 - 1985 Sophciore (Ethnicity = White, Black & Hispanic) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2564 .2559 .00050 2 629 0.21

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2559 .2551 .00086 2 631 0.37

Typing & Word Processing 1985 - 1986 Sophomrore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2035 .2017 .001d1 1 405 0.92

!ntercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2017 .1983 .00342 1 406 1.74

Typing & Word Proce-sing 1985 - 1986 Snphomore (Ethnicity = white & Black) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1921 .1899 .00225 1 374 1.04

!ntercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1899 .1861 .00382 1 375 1.77

Typing & Word Processing 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2533 .2532 .00012 1 391 0.06

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2532 .2440 .00921 1 392 4.84

Typing & Word Processing 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Black) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2456 .2456 .00005 1 359 0.02

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2456 .2454 .00015 1 360 0.07

Typing & Word Processing 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 8 .1837 .i748 .00U86 221 2.40

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .1748 .1650 .00978 1 222 2.63

Typing & Word Processing 1985-1986 Junior (Ethnicity White & onwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1821 .1811 .00102 1 221 0.28

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1811 .1650 .01606 1 222 4.35

Typing & Word Processing 1934 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2705 .2645 .00598 1 216 1.17

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2645 .2614 .00312 1 217 0.92

Accounting/Bookkeeping 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

SIope Differences for Sex 7 8 .226. .2257 .00072 1 311 0.29

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2257 .2072 -'43 1 312 7.43

Accounting/Bookkeeping 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Stope Differences for Sex 7 8 .3820 .3798 .001'e 1 239 0.86

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .3798 .3769 .00289 1 240 1.12

Accounting/Bookkeeping 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2423 .2419 .00043 1 185 0.10

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2419 .2377 .00413 1 186 1.01

Accounting/Bookkeeping 1984 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences fnr Sex 7 8 .2330 .2320 .00099 1 247 0.32

Intercept Differences for SeA 8 9 .2320 .2252 .00679 1 248 2.19
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Cor arison R
2

F-Test Coqr1rison Full Restricted Full Restricted R
2
Chenge df1  df2 F

Home Economics 1984 - 1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .3083 .3083 .00004 i 547 0.03

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .3083 .2870 .02127 1 548 16.85

Home Economics 1984-1985 Freshmen (Ethnicity : White & Black) (Sex not tested)

Slope Oifferences for Ethnicity 10 11 .3266 .3265 .00013 1 519 G.iO

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .3265 .2650 .06145 1 520 47.44**

Home Economics 1985 - 1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2084 .2059 .00254 1 312 1.00

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2059 .1640 .04102 1 313 16.48

Home Econo;mics 1985-1986 Freshmen (Ethnicity White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .1696 .1667 .00287 1 312 1.08

Intercept Differences for Ethr.icity 11 12 .1667 .1640 .U0266 1 313 1.00

Home Ecoromics 1984 - 1985 Sophomore (Ethnirity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2219 .2219 .00002 1 321 0.01

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2219 .2026 .01936 1 322 8.01 *

Home Ecncrnico 19. 1981- S-cPcr,.- fctIncity - Vhite & Nondhitc) (Scx not tcstcd)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2535 .2402 .01328 1 321 5.71

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2402 .2026 .03762 1 322 15.941
*

Home Economics 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2086 .2085 .00005 1 394 0.02

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2085 .1940 .01449 1 395 7.23 *

H o e Econowics 1985-1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope rifferences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2052 .1954 .00979 1 394 4.85

Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .1954 .1940 .00135 1 395 0.66

Ho c [c n~cc 194 195 Junin C[(:.nicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2237 .2209 .00281 1 279 1.01

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2209 .2207 .00022 1 2S0 0.08

Home Economics 1934-1985 Junior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex nrt tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2267 .2264 .00033 1 279 0.12

Intercept Differences f,)r Ethnicity 11 12 .2264 .2207 .00571 1 280 2.07

Home Economics 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2252 .2244 .00081 1 358 0.37

Intercept Difl-rences for Sex 8 9 .2?44 .2031 .02128 1 359 9.85 *

Home Economics 1985-1986 Junior (Ethnicity White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2071 .2071 .00006 1 358 0.03

In*c eT i jlrpnces fnr Ethnicity 11 12 .2071 .2031 .00392 1 359 1.77
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Compariso.) R
2

F-Test Comparison FulL Restricted Full Restricted R2 Change dfl df2 F

Home Economics 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)

Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2310 .2281 .00292 1 318 1.21
Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2281 .2079 .02017 1 319 8.33

Home Economics 1984-1985 Senior (Ethnicity = White & Nonwhite) (Sex not tested)

Slope Differences for Ethnicity 10 11 .2128 .2083 .00452 1 318 1.83
Intercept Differences for Ethnicity 11 12 .2083 .2079 00036 1 319 0.14

Coiputer Programming 1985 - 1986 Sophomore (Ethnicity not tested)
Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2984 .2982 .00020 1 227 0.07
Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2982 .28T3 .01089 1 228 3.54

Computer Programming 1984 - 1985 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)
Slope Differencf,- for Sex 7 8 .3410 .3405 .00053 1 240 0.19
Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .3405 .3319 .00857 1 241 3.13

Computer Prograffning 1985 - 1986 Junior (Ethnicity not tested)
Slope Differences for Sex 7 8 .4206 .4140 .00665 1 157 1.80

Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .4140 .3833 .03064 1 158 8.26

Computer Programming 1984 - 1985 Senior (Ethnicity not tested)
SLope Differences for Sex 7 8 .2528 .2517 .00104 1 152 0.21
Intercept Differences for Sex 8 9 .2517 .2517 .00002 1 153 0.00

* P < .01.

* P < .001.
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